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Speaker of the House of Representatives and 
the President of the Senate, to provide for 
the orderly transfer of the functions of the 
Federal Energy Administration to such de
partments, agencies or offices. Within 90 days 
after the submission of this plan and pro
gram, either House of Congress may pass a 
resolution disapproving such plan and pro
gram.'" 

By Mr. OBERSTAR: 
Page 10, after line 4, insert the following: 

PROHIBITION ON POLLING OF PUBLIC OPINION 
BY THE ADMINISTRATOR 

SEc. 3. Section 13 of the Federal Energy 
Administration Act of 1974 is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: 

"(g) The Administrator, in exercising his 
authority under this Act, section 11 of the 
Energy Supply and Environmental Coordina
tion Act of 1974, or any other provision of 
law which authorizes the Administrator to 
collect, analyze, or distribute information, 
shall not, directly or by contract, conduct 
surveys or polling of public opinion, atti
tudes, or views, or collect, analyze, or dis
seminate information concerning the pub
lic opinion, attitudes, or views gathered in 
surveys or polling of public opinion, atti
tudes, or views." 

FACTUAL DESCRIPTIONS OF Bn.LS 
AND RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED 

Prepared by the Congressional Re
search Service pursuant to clause 5 Cd) 
of House rule X. PreviQUS listing ap
peared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Of 
May 25, 1976, page 15411: 

HOUSE BILLS 

H.R. 13581.-May 5, 1976. Ways and Means. 
Amends the Tariff Schedules of the United 
States to reduce the customs duty for fish 
netting or fish nets of fabric other than 
cotton or vegetable fibers. 

H.R. 13582.-May 5, 1976. Agriculture. Di
rects the Secretary of Agriculture to make 
loans available to agricultural producers 
who suffer losses as a result of having their 
agricultural commodities or livestock quar
antined or condemned because such com
modities or livestock have been found to 
contain toxic chemicals dangerous to the 
public health. 

H.R. 13583.-May 5, 1976 . .Judiciary. Au
thorizes the admission of a certain individual 
to the United States for permanent residence. 

H.R. 13584.-May 6, 1976. Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. Reaffirms the intent of 
Congress with respect to the structure of 
the common carrier telecommunications in 
dustry rendering services in interstate and 
foreign commerce. Grants additional author
ity to the Federal Communications Com
mission to authorize mergers of carriers when 
deemed to be in the public interest. Reaf
firms the authority of the States to regulate 
terminal and station equipment used for 
telephone exchange service. Requires the 
Federal Communications Commission to 
make specified findings in connection with 

Commission actions authorizing specialized 
carriers. 

H.R. 13585.-May 6, 1976. Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries. Amends the Safe Boating Act 
of 1971 to extend the period in which the 
Coast Guard may interpose safety stand
ards on the manufacturers of boats. Au
thorizes research, testing, and development 
necessary to carry out the purposes of the act. 

Sets forth notification requirements of a 
manufacturer to a buyer with regard to de
fects in a boat or associated equipment. 

H.R. 13586.-May 6, 1976. Atomic Energy. 
Directs the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
to cease the granting of licenses or con
struction authorizations for certain nuclear 
power plants pending the outcome of a com
prehensive study by the Office of Technology 
Assessment. Requires a 5-year independ
ent study of the nuclear fuel cycle by the 
Office of Technology Assessment, with final 
reports and recommendations to be made to 
the Congress. 

H.R. 13587.-May 6, 1976. Ways and Means. 
Amends the Tariff Schedules of the United 
States to repeal the duty imposed on (1) 
articles assembled abroad with components 
produced in the United States, and (2) cer
tain metal articles manufactured in the 
United States and exported for further proc
essing. 

H.R. 13588.-May 6, 1976. Post Office and 
Civil Service. Increases the number of mem
bers of the Civil Service Commission from 
t hree to five. Empowers the Commissioners, 
rather than the Chairman, to appoint the 
Executive Director of the Commission. 

H.R. 13589.-May 6, 1976. International Re
lations. Authorizes appropriations to the 
United States Information Agency for fiscal 
year 1977 for salaries and expenses, special 
international exhibitions, acquisition and 
construction of radio facilities, and employee 
benefits, under the United States Informa
tion and Educational Exchange Act of 1948, 
the Mutual Educational and Cultural Ex
change Act of 1961, and Reorganization Plan 
Numbered 8 of 1953. Authorizes the purchase 
of uniforms and the use of exchange allow
ances for the exchange of passenger motor 
vehicles. 

Requires the Director of the United States 
Information Agency to make available to the 
Administrator of General Services a master 
copy of certain files for public distribution. 

H.R. 13590.-May 6, 1976. Armed Services. 
En"titles former enlisted officers of the Regu
lar Army who were honorably discharged to 
reenlist without loss of seniority or credit 
for service within six months after the date 
of such discharge or six months after the 
enactment of this Act, whichever is later. 

H.R. 13591.-May 6, 1976. Small Business. 
Amends the Small Business Investment Act 
of 1958 to authorize the Small Business Ad
ministration to purchase preferred securi
ties of any incorporated small business in
vestment company and to purchase, or to 
guarantee the payment on, debentures is
sued by such businesses. 

H .R. 13592.-May 6, 1976. Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. Reaffirms the intent of 

Congress with respect to the structure of 
the conunon carrier telecommunications in
dustry rendering services in interstate and 
foreign commerce. Grants additional au
t hority to the Federal Communications Com
mission to authorize mergers of carriers 
when deemed to be in the public interest. 
Reaffirms the authority of the States to reg
ulate terminal and station equipment used 
for telephone exchange service. Requires the 
Federal Communications Commission to 
make specified findings in connection with 
Commission actions authorizing specialized 
carriers. 

H .R. 13593.-May 6, 1976. Education and 
Labor; Post Office and Civil Service. Estab
lishes within the Department of Labor a 
Midca1·eer Development Service, through 
which the Secretary of Labor is authorized 
to make loans and grants for training de
signed to upgrade the work skills of middle
aged persons. Authorizes specified studies and 
programs designed to aid in retraining older 
workers in needed job skills, alleviating the 
effects of local lay-offs, and promoting work 
opportunities in the community and in the 
executive branch of the Federal Government. 

H.R. 13594.-May 6, 1976. Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. Amends the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act to prohibit the issuance of solid 
waste management regulations with respect 
to the sale or distribution of beverage con
tainers at Federal facilities. 

H.R. 13595.-May 6, 1976. Education and 
Labor. Establishes procedures and guidelines 
for the establishment of equal education op
portunity for students in elementary and 
secondary schools. Requires that States sub
mit equal educational opportunities plans to 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel
fare for his approval. Establishes criteria for 
approval of plans and eligibility for Federal 
assistance. 

H .R. 13596.-May 6, 1976. Small Business. 
Amends the Small Business Emergency Re
lief Act to provide for emergency relief for 
small business concerns in connection with 
fixed-price Government contracts for the 
lease of real property. 

H.R. 13597.-May 6, 1976. Interior and In
sular Affairs. Directs the Secretary of the In
terior to acquire by condemnation specified 
lands, and contracts for the sale of timber 
thereon, within the Big Thicket National 
Preserve, Texas. 

H.R. 13598.-May 6, 1976. Banking, Cur
rency and Housing. Amends the National 
Housing Act to authorize expenditures by 
the Sec::retary of Housing and Urban Develop
ment for repair of major structural defects 
which create a serious danger to the life and 
safety of inhabitants of certain family 
d wellings covered by any mortgage insured 
by the Federal Housing Administration. 

H.R. 13599.-May 6, 1976. Banking, Cur
rency and Housing. Amends the National 
Housing Act to authorize expenditures by the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop
ment for repair of major structural defects 
which create a serious danger to the life and 
safety of inhabitants of certain fainily dwell
ings covered by any mortgage insured by the 
Federal Housing Administration. 

SENATE-Wednesday, May 26, 1976 
The Senate met at 9 a.m. and was 

called to order by Hon. CHARLES McC. 
MATHIAS, JR., a Senator from the State 
of Maryland. 

PRAYER 

The Reverend Paul P. Norton, pastor, 
St. Nicholas Church, Laurel, Md., offered 
the following prayer: 

Please pray with me. 

Almighty and eternal God, Author of 
all creation and Father of us all, we pause 
this morning to acknowledge Your pres
ence in our lives. Let the awareness of 
Your life among us bring us comfort. 
Help us to raise· our minds and hearts 

· once again to the great challenge You 
have given us, the challenge of building 
a kingdom of. justice. Send Your spirit 
upon us, give us the wisdom, the confi
dence, and the courage we need to face 

the difficult task of political leadership. 
Never let us lose hope that what we do 
does make a difference as we work to
gether for the good of our people and 
for the welfare of the· whole human fam
ily. F'ather, we ask this day that You 
bless our President, the Members of the 
House, and this Senate. Give them peace 
in their lives, prosperity and happiness 
in their families as together they lead 
our Nation to a new era of freedom and 



May 26, 1976 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD--SENATE .. 15541 
justice for aU. We ask this in You1· name. 
Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will please read a communication to the 
Senate from the President pro tempore 
(Mr. EASTLAND). 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.C., May 26, 1976. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate 
on official duties, I appoint Hon. CHARLEs 
McC. MATHIAS, JR., a Senator from the State 
of Maryland, to perform the duties of the 
Chair during my absence. 

JAMES 0. EASTLAND, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. MATHIAS thereupon took the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the read
Ing of the Journal of the proceedings of 
Tuesday, May 25, 1976, be dispensed with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
go into executive session for the purpose 
only of considering the nomination of 
Mr. John H. Reed. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to the consideration of execu
tive business. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
The assistant legislative clerk read the 

nomination of John H. Reed, of Maine, 
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the Uniterl States of 
America to the Republic of Sri Lanka, 
and to serve concurrently as Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to theRe
public of Maldives. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomination 
is considered and confirmed. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ask 
that the President of the United States 
be notified of the Senate's action. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, the President 
will be notified. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
resume the consideration of legislative 
business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT p.ro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Does the Senator from Michigan seek 
recognition? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore (Mr. METCALF). Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

Under the previous order, the Senator 
from Vermont <Mr. LEAHY) is recognized 
for not to exceed 15 minutes. 

AMENDMENT OF THE EMERGENCY 
PETROLEUM ALLOCATION ACT OF 
1973-S. 3486 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, Federal 

Energy Administrator Zarb has been re
ported as saying that the FEA plans to 
suspend mandatory allocation regula
tions for gasoline sometime this year. 
These regulations, promulgated pursu
ant to the Emergency Petroleum Act of 
1973, give wholesalers and retailers the 
right to insist on deliveries from their 
1972 suppliers. Abandoning them would 
have serious implications for millions of 
Americans, particularly those living in 
sparsely populated rural areas. 

We must be prepared for this eventu
ality. Legislation is needed to make sure 
that every State has an early warning of 
a pullout by a major gasoline supplier. 
With that information the State energy 
office would at least have some time to 
minimize the impact. 

Therefore, I am today introducing 
legislation which would require that a 
company distributing or marketing 1 
percent or more of the gasoline con
sumption of a State in calendar year 1975 
must give 6 months' notice to the Gov
ernor of any intent to discontinue its 
operations in the State. Furthermore, 
such company would be prohibited from 
withdrawing more than 25 percent of its 
supply operations, based on calendar 
year 1975, in any ensuing 6-month 
period. 

In short, in addition to 6 months' ad
vance notice, a State would be assured 
that a major gasoline supplier would not 
complete a total withdrawal for an addi
tional 2-year period. 

My bill would give Governors and their 
energy advisers time to seek replace
ments for withdrawing gasoline sup
pliers in order to cushion the economic 
impact on affected areas. It would give 
service station owners time to seek al
ternate suppliers. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill be printed in the REc
ORD at the conclusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, it is only 
2 years since American motorists were 

forced to queue up in gasoline stations 
across the land hoping that the pumps 
would not run dry before they 1·eached 
the head of the line. We are now in the 
midst of a petroleum surplus. The world 
supply of crude oil has increased, and the 
average American is purchasing ga-soline 
at the lowest prices in over a year. The 
long lines of the winter of 1973-74 have 
1·eceded from memory. As a result, there 
has arisen a chorus of "decontrol now" 
from the petroleum industry-a call 
echoed by the administration. 

Gasoline is abundant partly because of 
the relatively mild winters of the past 2 
years which reduced the need for distil
late oil. Among the less pleasant reasons 
for the abundance are the serious decline 
in new housing starts, and most impor
tant, unemployment and the recession. 
As a result, with plant capacity near all
time lows and unemployment levels near 
all-time highs, consumption of residual 
fuel oil declined during the past year. 

Hopefully, the recovery will continue, 
but we cannot be lulled into complacency. 
The fact is that the forecasts for domes
tic petroleum production over the next 15 
years are stark. The Federal Energy Ad
ministration's Nat1onal Energy Outlook: 
1976 contends that: 

The reserves from which most of today's 
oil i.s being produced-mainly on-shore in 
the lower 48 States-will decline by almost 
two-thirds by 1985 and about 80 percent by 
1990. 

Although there is no danger .of a seri
ous gasoline shortage in the near future, 
the energy crisis still exists and will for 
decades to come. No temporary abund
ance can obscure that reality. For peo
ple in small, predominantly rural States, 
usually at the end of the energy pipeline, 
that presents a haunting specter. 

Mr. P1·estdent, whlle State's atto1ney 
of Chittenden County. Vt., I served 
on a task force of the National District 
Attorneys Association assigned to gather 
data on how oil industry practices re
lated to the energy crJsis of 1973-74. 

Since an analysis of the shortage in 
Vermont during the crisis indicated it 
was in part caused by some major oil 
companies pulling out of the market, I 
was particularly concerned with the fac
tors that lead a company to make that 
decision. 

A group of oil company representa
tives with whom we met answered that 
one factor is a company's market share 
of gasoline sales. If it controls less than 
5 percent, then it is unlikely that the 
operation will be profitable. Arid the 5 
percent figure is not gospel. Companies 
have abandoned areas where they con
trolled more than 7 percent of the 
market. 

In Vermont, Phillips with 5.79 percent 
of the market in 1974~ has already pulled 
out of the State. However, because of the 
Federal allocation program, it has been 
required to work out exchange agree
ments with other companies to supply its 
old customers. If the mandatory alloca
tion regulations are discarded, these ex
change agreements will no longer be en-
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forceable. Service stations dependent on 
them will be left high and dry with no 
source of supply. 

Today, more than 16 percent of Ver
mont's gasoline supply is furnished by 
:five major on companies, each with less 
than 5 percent of the market. In addi
tion SUnoco has slightly less than 6 per
cent, and has already decided to pull out 
of Maine where it has 5.95 percent of the 
market. As I already noted, Phillips has 
5.79 percent. If all seven of them left, 
who would supply the gasoline repre
sented by their combined 28 percent of 
the market, representing more than 65 
million gallons of gasoline a year to 
Vermonters? 

Similar situations exist in many other 
States. Most recently, it was reported 
that Mobil is pulling back drastically in 
Texas, where it has 7.63 percent of the 
market; in Louisiana, with 4.19 percent; 
in Oklahoma, with 5 percent; in Arkan
sas, with 6.54- percent; and in New 
Mexico, with 2. 72 percent. The company 
is reportedly telling its jobbers, lessee 
dealers, consignees, and commtss!on 
agents to find new suppliers, as they will 
be cut o:ff sometime after FEA regula
tions are eventually relaxed. 

Conoco is reportedly considering with
drawing its operations in Texas where it 
has 3 percent of the market, and in 
Arkansas where it has 3.58 percent. 

Gulf is considering similar action in 
California where it has 5.37 percent of 
the market; in Minnesota where it has 
2.79 percent; in South Dakota. where it 
has 2.47 percent; and in Nebraska, Iowa, 
and Missouri where it has between 1 and 
2 percent of the market in each. 

Atlantic Rlcbiield is considering total 
pullout in Kentucky and Texas. with 
slightly more than 2 percent of each 
market, and in Tennessee where it has 
3.34 percent. It is planning partial pull
outs :In six Midwest States in which it 
has between 2 and 5 percent of the 
market. Significantly, these would all 
be in rural areas of the States involved. 

In addition to its desire to abandon its 
Vermont operations, if the regulations 
are allowed to lapse, Phillips will pull 
out of Maine where it has 2.51 percent of 
the market. New Hampshire where it has 
4.76 percent, Delaware with 3.81 percent, 
and New Jersey with 1.44 percent. 

It is understandable that major oil 
companies want to withdraw from low
volume market areas, usually rural ones, 
and concentrate their efforts on more 
profitable high volume urban outlets. 
However, the problem is that when they 
leave there is no guarantee that other 
firms will supply the abandoned market 
areas. 

CUrrently, only the enforcement flf the 
supplier-purchaser section of the 1973 
act is keeving supplies flowing to many 
low volume retail units. 

If the present regulations are termi
nated, millions of motorists, most of 
whom need their cars to get back and 
forth to work, could wen find themselves 
forced to travel many additional miles 
to buy their gasoline. This situation 
would not only cause great incon-

venience, but would in and of itself cre
ate a huge waste of energy. 

Mr. President, it is very likely that 
such a termination wU1 occur. The ad
ministration seems intent on abandon
ing as much regulation of the on indus
try as it can get away with, let the chips 
fall where they may. Even before the 
recent statements by Administrator 
Zarb, there were numerous indications 
of this attitude. 

For example, last August Senato1· 
STAFFORD and I wrote to President Ford 
expressing our deep concern over the 
supplier-purchaser regulations should 
he veto S. 1849 to temporarily extend the 
1973 act, which he subsequently did veto. 

We received a reply from the Federal 
Energy Administration which read 1n 
part: 

It was clear even before the embargo that 
many petroleum companies Wished to alter 
their c:Ustrlbutton system. More particularly 
there was trend toward increa.s1ng the num
ber of high volume-mtntmum service reta.n 
outlets since they were considered most cost 
effective, efficient and economical. The reg
ulations developed pursuant to the Emer
gency Petroleum Allocation Act effectively 
retarded the displacement of sma.Il inde
pendent branded dealers. 

Wlth the expiration of the Act we can 
expect a. resumption of the trend experienced 
prior to its enactment ... Temporary govern
ment intervention has served Its prJ.ma.ry 
purpose ... Dtstrlbution 1s a. matter for cor
porate declslon-m&klng. 

Mr. President, I do not like the idea of 
government meddling in the :Internal af
fairs of business. However. a matter of 
such crucial importance to millions of 
American families-and to thousands of 
service station owners-should not be 
left to the whims of a few corporate om
cials in the board rooms in New York and 
Houston. 

My bill would not divest them of their 
decislonmaking power. What it would 
do is delay the adverse impact that 
might result from certain of those de
cisions. In e:ffect, it is a compromise 
recognizing the just prerogatives of busi
ness and the legitimate public interest. 

s. 8486 
Be i t enacted by the Senate and H01LSe 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled., That sec
t ion 4 of the Emergency Petroleum Alloca
tion Act of 1973 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

"(e) (1) Not later than sixty days following 
the date of the enactment of thls subsection, 
the President shall promulgate and put into 
effect a. rule which shall be deemed a. part of 
the regulation under subsection (a) of this 
section and which shall provide, consistent 
with the objectives of subsection (b) of this 
section, tha.t no marketer or distributor who, 
on or after the effective da.te of such rule. ts 
engaged in an operation involving the mar
keting or distribution of a refined petroleum 
product in any State shall, in any twelve 
month period, reduce or otherwise curtail 
such operation within that State (except on 
the basis of a substantial decrease in the 
de:ma.nd for such products so marketed or 
dist ributed) by an amount in excess of ten 
per centum of the total amount of refined 
petroleum products so marketed or distrib
uted by such marketer or distributor w ithin 
t hat State during the base per iod as deter-

mined in aecorda.nce with paragraph (3) of 
this subsection, except that, 11' such marketer 
or distributor has notified the Governor of 
that State, in writing, of such marketer or 
distributor's intent to reduce or otherwise 
curtall such operation in excess of ten per 
centum, such marketer or distributor shall, 
after the expiration of the one hundred and 
eighty day period following such notification, 
be authorized to reduce or otherwise curtaU 
such operation within that State by a.n 
amount which does not exceed, within any 
six-month period, an amount equal to 
twenty-five per centum of the total amount 
of refined petroleum products so marketed 
or distributed by such marketer or distrib
utor in that State during such base period. 

"(2) Such rule shall not be applicable witb 
respect to any such marketer or distributor 
engaged in any such operation, 1f the total 
amount of refined petroleum products so 
marketed or distributed by such marketer 
or d!stributor in that State during the base 
period determined in accordance with para
graph (3) of this subsection did not exceed 
one per centum of the total amount of re
fined petroleum products so marketed or dis
tributed by all marketers or distributors 
within that State during such base period, 
or to any marketer engaged solely in the 
selllng of reflned petroleum products on a. 
reta.U level to end users. 

" ( 3) As used in this section, the term 
'base period' means-

"{A) with respect to any such marketer 
or distributor who is engaged in any such 
operation within a. State on or after the effec
tive date of such rule and who, during the 
entire twelve month period comprising cal
endar year 1975 was so engaged in such op
eration within that state, S1lch twelve month 
period; and 

"(B) with respect to any such marketer 
or distributor who, although engaged in any 
such operation Within a State on or after 
the effective date of such rule, was not so 
engaged In such operation within that State 
during the entire twelve month period com
prising calendar year 1975, the first full 
twelve month period during which such mar
keter or distributor was so engaged after 
January 1, 1975.". 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk proceed
ed to call the roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. 1.\.fr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order !or the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order, there will 
now be a period for the transaction of 
routine morning business not to extend 
beyond the hour of 9:30 a.m., with state
ments therein limited to 5 minutes. 

W-LESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 1: 55 p .m., a message from the 

House of Representatives delivered by 
Mr. Hackney, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has agreed 
to the concurrent resolution <H. Con. 
Res . 646) p r oviding for a conditional ad-
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journment of the House from May 27 
until June 1, 1976, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the bill <H.R.10138) to 
create the Young Adult Conservation 
Corps to complement the Youth Conser
vation Corps, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate. 

The message further announced that 
the House agrees to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill <H.R. 9630) to 
extend the educational broadcasting fa
cilities program and to provide author
ity for the support of demonstrations in 
telecommunications technologies for the 
distribution of health, education, and 
public or social service information, and 
for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House disagrees to the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill <H.R. 12455) to ex
tend from April1 to October 1, 1976, the 
maximum period during which l'ecipients 
of services on September 30, 1975, under 
titles IV-A and VI of the Social Secu
rity Act, may continue to receive services 
under title XX of that act without indi
vidual determinations; requests a con
ference with the Senate on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses thereon; and 
that Mr. ULLMAN, Mr. CORMAN, Mr. RAN
GEL, Mr. STARK, Mr. WAGGONNER, Mr. 
VANDER JAGT, and Mr. KETCHUM Were ap
pointed managers of the conference on 
the part of the House. 

The message further announced that 
the House disagrees to the amendment 
of the Senate to the bill <H.R. 12384) to 
authorize certain construction at mili
tary installations and for other purposes; 
agrees to the conference requested by 
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses thereon; and that Mr. 
!CHORD, Mr. PRICE, Mr. RANDALL, Mr. 
CHARLES H. WILSON, Mr. WHITE, Mr. 
BRINKLEY, Mr. DAVIS, Mr. WHITEHURST, 
Mr. BOB Wn..soN, and Mr. BEARD of Ten
nessee were appointed managers of the 
conference on the part of the House. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 
The message also announced that the 

Speaker pro tempore has signed the fol
lowing enrolled bill: 

H.R. 9630. An act to extend the Educa
tional Broadcasting Facilities Program and 
to ~ovide authority for the support of dem
onstrations in telecommunications technol
ogies for the distribution of health, educa
tion, and public or social service information, 
and for other purposes. 

The enrolled bill was subsequently 
signed by the Vice President. 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore <Mr. MATHIAS) laid before the Sen
ate the following letters, which were re
ferred as indicated: 

REPORT OF THE SECRETARY OF 
TRANSPORTATION 

A letter from the Secretary of Transporta
tion transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
entitled "Report on the Potential for Inte
grating Rail Service Provided by the Na
tional Railroad Passenger Corporation with 
Other Modes" (with an accompanying re
port); to the Committee on Commerce. 
PROPOSED LEGISLATION BY THE DEPARTMENT 

OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 

A letter from the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare transmitting a draft 
of proposed legislation to amend title XIX 
of the Social Security Act (with accompany
ing papers) ; to the Committee on Finance. 
REPORTS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Two letters from the Secretary of the 
Interior; one reporting on whether joint bid
ding should be banned in sales of Federal 
leases for onshore energy resources; and one 
reporting concerning the implementation of 
section 12 of 89 Stat. 1145 providing for the 
Cook Inlet Land Settlement; to the Com
mittee on Interior and InsUlar Affairs. 

REPORT OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
A letter from the Comptroller General 

transmitting, pursuant to law, a report en
titled "State and County Probation: Sys
tems in Crisis" (with an accompanying re
port); to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. RANDOLPH, from the Committee 

on Public Works, without amendment: 
S. 3063. A blll designating Ozark lock and 

dam on the Arkansas River as the "Ozark
Jets. Taylor lock and dam" (Rept. No. 94-
921). 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITI'EES 

As in executive session, the following 
executive reports of committees were 
submitted: 

George Henry Kuper, of the District of 
Columbia, to be Executive Director of the 
National Center for Productivity and Quality 
of Working Life. 

(The above nomination was reported with 
the recommendation that it be confirmed, 
subject to the nominee's commitment to 
respond to requests to appear and testify 
before any duly constituted. committee of 
the Senate.) 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 
The following bill was read twice by 

its title and referred to the Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare: 

H.R. 10138. An act to create the Young 
Adult Conservation Corps to complement the 
Youth Conservation Corps. 

INTRODUCTION OF BlliliS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint l'esolu
tions were introduced, read the first time 
and, by unanimous consent, the second 
time, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. LEAHY: 
S. 3486. A bill to amend the Emergency 

Petroleum Allocation Act of 1973, and fOl' 
other purposes. Referred to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. MONDALE: 
S. 3487. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1954 to provide for a credit 
against the Federal income tax for certain 
higher education expenses. RefetTed to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
S. 3488. A bill to amend title 10, United 

States Code, so as to provide that the Chief 
of the Biomedical Sciences Corps of the Air 
Force shall be a brigadier genera.!, and for 
other purposes. Referred. to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

By Mr. TALMADGE: 
S. 3489. A blll to amend section 2 of the 

act entitled "An Act to lncorpora.te the Na
tional Society of the Daughters of the Ameri
can Revolution." Referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HRUSKA: 
S. 3490. A bill for the relief of Gaspar 

Louis Sayco; and 
S. 3491. A bill for the relief of Enrique 

Alberto Caderosso Sjolin and his wife, Blanca 
Susana Urrestarazu Dominguez. Referred. to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. STEVENS: 
S. 3492. A bill for the relief of Nguyen 

Thui-Diep; and 
S. 3493. A bill for the rellef of Nguyen 

Chung-Quan. Referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. STEVENSON: 
S. 3494. A bill to establish a Federal Bank 

Examination OOuncll. Referred to the Com
mittee on Banking, Housing and Urban M
fairs. 

By Mr. McCLURE: 
S. 3495. A blll for the relief of Luis 

Sandoval-Miramontes. Referred to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. Mlin'CALF (for himself and 
Mr. MANSFIELD) : 

S. 3496. A bill to provide for the control 
c;. mosquitoes and mosqUito vectors of hu
man disease through technical assistance and 
grants-in-aid for control projects. Referred 
to the Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare. 

By Mr. THURMOND: 
S. 3497. A bill to establish the Congaree 

Swamp National Preserve in the State of 
South Carolina, and for other purposes. Re
ferred to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

By Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself and 
Mr. THURMOND) : 

S. 3498. A bill to authorize the establish
ment of the Congaree Swamp National Pre
serve in the State of South Carolina, and 
for other purposes. Referred to the Commit
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. DOMENICI: 
S. 3499. A bill for the l'elief of Edward 

Anthony Johnson. Referred to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. LEAHY: 
s. 3486. A bill to amend the Emergency 

Petroleum Allocation Act of 1973, and 
for other purposes. Referred to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
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(The remarks of Mr. LE~ on the 
introduction of the above bill are printed 
in today's RECORDJ 

By Mr. MONDALE: 
S. 3487. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for a 
credit against the Federal income tax 
for certain higher education expenses. 
Refen-ed to the Committee on Finance. 

TWO-STEP TAX CREDIT FOR THE COST OF 
POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, one of 
the problems in education that has 
caused me the greatest conce1n is the 
tremendous cost squeeze of postsecond
ary education on middle-income families. 
In recent years postsecondary institu
tions have been hit with inflation and in
creased operating expenses. In spite of 
their best efforts, they have been forced 
to increase their tuition and other costs 
of attendance even more rapidly than the 
rise in the cost of living. As a result, 
many middle-income families are finding 
the costs of postsecondary education, 
particularly at private colleges, to be 
slipping beyond their means. 

Recent studies have shown that the 
greatest decrease in the numbers of stu
dents in postsecondary education ha.s oc
curred among these middle-income fam
ilies. From the mail I receive and the 
discussions I have had, I know that this 
cost squeeze is causing them tremendous 
bitterness. It is one thing for their chil
dren to choose not to go on to college; it 
is another for them to be unable to af
ford the costs, even after lifetimes of 
hard work. 

Another reason for this serious crisis, 
one which has surfaced only recently, 
can be found in the increasing numbers 
of families who have more than one child 
enrolled in postsecondary education at 
the same time. They have increased 
dramatically in recent years. To send one, 
two, or three children to postsecondary 
institutions requires families to find sud
denly several thousand dollars a year in 
extra income. However, tragically, when 
middle-income families turn to the exist
ing Federal student aid programs for 
help, they are told that they are not eli
gible. As a result. increasing nwnbers of 
these families are painfully concluding 
that they just cannot afford the addition
al costs involved. And yet these are the 
families whose tax dollars pay for the 
aid programs that enable lower income 
students to attend college. 

I have always been a strong supporter 
of the Federal student aid programs that 
are specifically directed toward lower in
come students, and I will continue to push 
for further funding of the basic grant 
and campus-based programs. However, I 
also believe it is essential that we address 
this growing squeeze on middle-income 
families as a critical problem in educa
tion. We are in danger of a situation in 
which only the very wealthy or those 
relatively few lower income students who 
can get complete scholarship packages 
will be able to aJrord the costs of postsec
ondary education. 

I was very pleased that the Labor and 
Public Welfare Committee adopted my 

amendment to the higher education bill 
that raised the family income level eligi
ble for the Federal interest subsidy in 
the guaranteed student loan program to 
$25,000 in adjusted gross income. This 
means that many families with incomes 
as high as $30,000 who have a couple of 
children in postsecondary education will 
qualify for this Federal loan program. 

This program was originally estab
lished by Congress in 1967 to be directed 
toward middle-income families. In recent 
years, however, the program's eligibility 
ceiling bas not been changed to keep pace 
with increases in the cost of living. My 
amendment fully restores this decline in 
value due to inflation and restores the 
original focus of the program to include 
these middle-income families. 

This amendment is an important first 
step in recognition by Congress of this 
serious problem. I am hopeful that the 
full Senate will consider it favorably and 
that the House will agree to it in confer
ence. However, I believe that further 
action is necessary to address fully the 
problems before middle-income families. 

Therefore, I am introducing today a 
bill that will provide a credit on the in
come tax for the costs of postsecondary 
education. This. bill will permit either a 
student or his or her parents, whoever is 
paying for the education, to determine 
the amount owed on their Federal income 
tax and then to subtract the credit di
rectly from that amount. The credit 
would be rebated to those low-iacome 
students or families who owe little or 
no income tax. If my legislation becomes 
law, this credit for the costs of education 
would be available directly to everyone 
in this country who is struggling with the 
costs of postsecondary education. I think 
that it will make a tremendous difference 
as well to our Nation's postsecondary 
institutions. 

My bill also recognizes the additional 
financial burdens upon families who are 
sending two, three, or even four children 
through college at the same time. Recog
nizing their special need, my tax credit 
b111 would provide a credit of $200 for 
the first child in college or any other 
postsecondary institution. But for each 
additional child enrolled at the same 
time, a credit of $500 would be allowed. 

OUr tax system is designed to encour
age the investment in physical capital, 
such as machinery and equipment. But 
studies have shown that the biggest con
tributor to our Nation's wealth is not its 
physical capital but rather its human 
capital, or. in other words, its investment 
in the education of its people. 

Studies indicate that the average col
lege graduate can expect to earn an aver
age of about $280,000 more in his or her 
lifetime than the average high '.School 
graduate. One-third of that amount, or 
almost $100,000 will be returned to so
ciety in taxes. Thus, even if every studtmt 
in this country were on full scholarships, 
their taxes would more than repay public 
investments in their education. 

But these figures tell only part of the 
story. For they do not begin to measure 
the increased social contribution that 
college graduates are in a position to 
make, in terms of civic participation, in-

creased job productivity, leading to tech
nological breakthroughs or new health 
developments, and all the rest. 

Certainly the critical problems that 
confront the human race today tell us 
that we ought to be increasing our in
vestment in that most important re
source we have-the creative and pr'Jb
lem solving cn.pacities of our people. 

Mr. President, tax credit legislation has 
been introduced in the Senate for the 
last decade. However. not for sev~al 
years has it received the serious cons.:.d
eration which it deserves. I believe that 
it is an idea whose time has come. We 
must find new avenues to direct help to 
our Nation's postsecondary education in
stitutions and the families who wish to 
send their children to them. And we must 
especially find new ways to provide bad-
1y needed and deserved assistance to 
middle-income families. I urge my dis
tinguished colleagues to give this ~wo
step tax credit approach their serious 
consideration. 

Mr. President. I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of this tax credit legis
lation be printed in full at this point in 
my remarks. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
folio s: 

s. 3487 
Be it enacted by the Senate ana House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled., 

SECTION 1. CREDIT FOil IimBEK EDUCATION Ex
PENSES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.--8ubpart A of part IV of 
subchapter A o! chapter 1 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to credits al
lowable) is amended by Inserting after sec
tion 44 the following new section; 
"SEc. 44A. ExPENSES OF HIGHER EDUCATION. 

"(a) GENERAL RULE.-There is allowed to 
an individual as a credit against the tax im
posed by this chapter !or the taxable year 
an amount (determined under subsection 
(b) ) equal to a portion of the expenses of 
higher education pa.id or incurred by the in
dividual during the taxable year for him
self and for any dependent. 

"(b) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT.-
" ( 1) IN GENERAL.-8ubject to the limita

tions set forth in subsection (c), the amount 
of the credit allowable for the taxable year 
is the sum of the amounts determined under 
paragraph (2) and paragraph (3). 

"(2) INrr-u\L AMOUNT.-If expenses of high
er education are paid or incuiTed by the 
taxpayer during the taxable year for his own 
education or for the education o~ only one 
d pendent during the taxable year, the 
amount of the credit allowable under sub
section (a) for the taxable year shall be an 
amount equal to the sum of-

" (A) 50 percent of so much of such ex
penses as does not exceed ~200, 

"(B) 25 percent of so much o! such ex
$500, and 
penses as exceeds $200 but does not exceed 

"(C) 5 percent o! so much of such ex
penses as exceeds $500 but does not exceed 
$1,000. 

"(3) ADDITIONAL AMOUNT.-!! expenses of 
higher education are paid or incurred by the 
taxpayer during the taxable year !or his own 
education and for the education o! a de
pendent, or for the education of more than 
one dependent, there shall be added to the 
amount determined under paragraph (2) an 
amount equal to the sum of-
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"(A) 75 percent of so much of ~:uch ex

penses for the education of dependents whose 
expenses of higher education are not taken 
into account under paragraph (2) as does 
not exceed $200, 

"(B) 50 percent o:C so much of such ex
pen es as exceeds $200 but does not exceed 

500, and 
"(C) 20 percent of so much of such ex

penses as exceeds $500 but does not exceed 
$1,500. 

" (4) PRORATION OF CREDIT WHERE MORE 
THAN ONE TAXPAYER PAYS EXPENSES.-If ex
penses of higher education of an individual 
are paid by more than one taxpayer during 
the taxable year, the credit allowable to each 
such taxpayer under subsection (a} with 
respect to the expenses of higher education 
of that indiVidual shall be an amount which 
bears the same ratio to the amount of the 
credit which would be allowable with respect 
to such expenses if only one taxpayer paid 
or incurred them as the amount of such ex
penses paid or incurred by each taxpayer 
paying or incurring such expenses bears to 
the total amount of such expenses paid or 
incurred for the taxable year by all such tax
payers. 

"(c) DEFXNITIONS.-For p"lU"pOSes of this 
section-

"(1) ExPENSES OF HIGHER EDUCATION.-The 
term 'expenses of higher education• means-

"(A) tuition and fees required for the en
rollment or attendance of a student at a 
level above the twelfth grade at an institu
tion of higher education and 

"(B) fees, books, supplies, and equipment 
required !or courses of instruction above the 
twelfth grade at an institution of higher edu
cation. 
Such terms does not include any amount 
paid, directly or indirectly, for meals, lodg
ing. or similar personal, living, or family ex
penses. In the event an amount paid for 
tuition or fees includes an amount for meals, 
lodging, or similar expenses which 1s not 
separately stated. the portion o! such amount 
which is attributable to meals, lodging, or 
similar expenses shall be determined under 
regulations prescribed by the secretary or 
his delegate. 

"(2) INsTITuTION 011' HIGHER EDUCATION.
The term 'institution of higher education• 
means-

"(A) an educational institution (as defined 
in section 151(3) (4) )-

"(1) which regularly offers education at a 
level above the twelfth grade; and 

"(11) contributions to or !or the use of 
which constitute charitable contributions 
within the meaning of section 170 (c) ; or 

"(B) a business or trade school, or techni
cal institution or other technical or voca
tional school in any State, which (i) is legal
ly authorized to provide, and provides with
in that State, a program of postsecondary 
vocational or technical education designed 
to fit individuals for useful employment in 
recognized occupations; and (ii) is accredited 
by a nationally recognized accrediting agency 
or association listed by the United States 
Commissioner of Education; and (iii) has 
been in existence for 2 years or has been 
specially accredited by the COmmissioner as 
an institution meeting the other require
ments of this subparagraph. 

"(3) STATE.-The term 'State' includes, in 
addition to the several States of the Union, 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Dis
trict of Columbia, Guam, American Samoa, 
the Virgin Islands, and the Trust Territory 
of the Pacific Islands. 

" (d) SPECIAL RULES.-

"(1) ADJUSTMENT FOR CERTAIN SCHOLAR
SHIPS AND VETERANS' BENEFITS.-The amounts 
otherwise taken into account under subsec
tion (a) as expenses of highet· education of 
any individual during any period shall be 
reduced (before the application of subsec-

tion (b) ) by any amounts received by such 
individual during such period as-

"(A) a scholarship or fellowship grant 
(within the meaning of section 117(a) (1)) 
which under section 117 is not includible in 
gross income, and 

"(B) education and training allowance 
under chapter 33 of title 38 of the United 
States Code or educational assistance allow
ance under chapter 35 of such title. 

"(2) NONCREDIT AND RECREATIONAL, ETC., 
coURsEs.-Amounts paid for expenses of 
higher education of any individual shall be 
taken into account under subsection (a)-

" (A) in the case of an individual who is a 
candidate for a baccalaureate or higher de
gree, only to the extent such expenses are 
attributable to courses of instruction for 
which credit is allowed toward a baccalaure
ate or higher degree, and 

"(B) in the case of an individual who is 
not a candidate for a baccalaureate or higher 
degree, only to the extent such expenses are 
attributable to courses of instruction nec
essary to fulfill requirements for the attain
ment of a predetermined and identified edu
cational, professional, or vocational objective. 

" (e) APPLICATION WITH OTHER CREDrrS.
The credit allowed by subsection {a) shall 
not exceed the amount of the tax imposed 
by this chapter for the taxable year reduced 
by the sum of the credits allowable under-

"(1) section 33 (relating to foreign tax 
credit), 

"(2) section 37 (relating to credit for the 
e1derly), 

"(3) section 38 (relating to investment in 
certain depreciable property), 

"(4) section 40 (relating to work incen
tive program expenses), 

"(5) section 41 (relating to contributions 
to candidates for public office), and 

"(6) section 42 (relating to taxable income 
credit). 

"(f) DISALLOWANCE OF ExPENsES AS DEDUC
TION.-No deduction shall be allowed under 
section 162 (relating to trade or business 
expenses) for any expense of higher educa
tion which (after the application of subsec
tion (b)) is taken into account in deter
mining the amount of any credit allowed 
under subsection {a) . The preceding sentence 
shall not apply to the expenses of higher 
education of any taxpayer who, under regu
lations prescribed by the Secretary or his 
delegate. elects not to apply the provisions 
of this section with respect to such expenses 
for the taxable year. 

"(g) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary or his 
delegate shall prescribe such regulations as 
may be necessary to carry out the provisions 
of this section." 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections for such subpart A is amended by 
inserting after the item relating to section 
44 the following: 
"sec. 44A. Expenses of higher education.". 
SEC. 2. REFUNDABILITY OF ExCESS CREDIT; 

MlNIMUM TAX PREFERENCE ITEM; 
TEcHNICAL AMENDMENT. 

(a) ( 1) REFUND OF ExCESS CREDIT .-Section 
6401(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 (relating to excessive credits treated as 
overpayments) is amended-

(1) by . inserting ", 44A (relating to ex
penses of higher education)" before ", and 
667(b) ", and 

(2) by striking out "31, 39, and 43" and in
serting in lieu thereof "31, 39, 43, and 44A". 

(2) Section 6201(a) (4) of such Code (re
lating to assessment authority for erroneous 
credit under section 39 or 43) is amended

(!) by strlking out "or 43" in the caption 
of such section and inserting in lieu thereof 
"43, or 44A", 

(2) by striking out "or section 43" and in
serting 1n lieu there or ", section 43 .. , and 

(3) by inserting "or section 44A (relating 
to credit for expenses of higher education)" 
after "(relating to earned income)". 

(b) PREFERENCE ITEM FOR MINUIUM TAX.-· 
(1) section 56(a) (2) of such Code (re

lating to imposition of minimum tax) is 
amended by striking out "and" at the end of 
clause (vi), by striking out the semicolon 
and "and" at the end of clause (vii) and 
inserting in lieu thereof a comma and "and", 
and by inserting after clause (vii) the fol
lowing new clause: 

"(v11i) section 44A (relating to credit for 
expenses of higher education); and". 

(2) Section 56(c) (1) of such COde (re
lating to tax carryovers) is amended by 
striking out "and" at the end of subpara
graph (F), by striking out "exceed" at the 
end of subparagraph (G) and inserting in 
lieu thereof "and", and by inserting after 
subparagraph (G) the following new sub
paragraph: 

"(H) section 44A (relating to credit for 
expenses of higher education). exceed". 

(c) TAX LxABILITY FOR PRESIDENTIAL ELEc
TION CAMPAIGN FuND DESIGNATION.-section 
6096(b) of such Code (relating to designa
tion of income tax payments to Presidential 
Election Campaign Fund) is amended by 
striking out "and 44" and inserting in lieu 
thereof a comma and "44, and 44A". 
SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this Act apply 
to taxable years beginning after December 
31, 1976. 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
s. 3488. A bill to amend title 10, United 

States Code, so as to provide that the 
Chief of the Biomedical Sciences Corps 
of the Air Force shall be a brigadier gen
eral, and for other purposes. Referred to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing legislation to amend title 
10 of the United states Code so as to 
provide that the Chief of the Biomedical 
Sciences Corps of the U.S. Air Force shall 
be appointed to the rank of brigadier 
general. 

The U.S. Air Force Biomedical Science 
Corps has approximately 1,300 officers 
assigned to its 15 diverse scientific spe
cialities. These include professionals 
trained in the area of clinical psychology, 
podiatry, optometry, pharmacy, dietetics, 
bioenvironmental engineering, and aero
space physiology. Unfortunately, how
ever, it has recently come to my attention 
that in the proud 26-year history of the 
corps, no biomedical sciences officer has 
ever been promoted to star rank. This, 
as shown in the table which I ask unani
mous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD is 1n sharp contrast to the 1/200 
ratios currently achieved by their attor
ney and physician colleagues. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Summer 
1975, 

approxi-
mate Gen-

Group strength erals Ratio 

Biomedical 
scientists ------- 1,300 0 

Lawyers ---------- 1, 200 6 1:200 
Chaplains -------- 900 2 1:450 
Dentists --------- 1,500 1 
Nurses ----------- 3,800 1 
Physicians ------- 3,000 15 1:200 
All AF officers _____ 100,000 400 1:250 
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Mr. INOUYE. There is no justification 
for this apparent discrimination against 
a whole class of dedicated officers who 
serve the field of medical science as well 
as our military establishment. The bill 
I am authoring will assure the recogni
tion of the importance of their service. 

By Mr. STEVENS: 
S. 3492. A bill for the relief of Nguyen 

Thui-Diep; and 
S. 3493. A bill for the relief of Nguyen 

Chung-Quan. Referred to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am to
day introducing two private bills for the 
relief of two Vietnamese refugees. These 
two individuals are presently in the 
United States but are not eligible for cit
izenship under law. I think their situa
tion is sufficiently unique that they 
should be granted citizenship as soon as 
possible. 

The problem of these two individuals 
was brought to my attention by a constit
uent, Gen. B. T. Talley, retired. General 
Talley has known the family for several 
years, and recommends them highly. I 
appreciate General Talley letting me 
know of the situation and I am hopeful 
the Senate will act promptly on this bill. 

By Mr. STEVENSON: 
S. 3494. A bill to establish a Federal 

Bank Examination Council. Referred to 
the Committtee on Banking, Housing and 
Urban A1Iairs. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I am 
introducing today a bill to create a Fed
eral Bank Examination Council com
posed of the Comptroller of the Cunen
cy, a member of the Board of Directors 
of the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor
poration and a member of the Federal 
Reserve Board. The bill would authorize 
the Council to establish uniform Federal 
bank examination standards and proce
dures and recommend further improve
ments in bank supervision. The legisla
tion is needed because at present the 
three Federal agencies with bank super
visory responsibilities, the Comptroller 
of the Currency, the Federal Deposit In
sw·ance Corporation, and the Federal 
~serve System, each separately deter
mine their bank examination standards, 
use their own bank examination forms, 
independently train their bank examin
ers, and follow different procedures for 
supervising banks. 

The existing lack of uniformity in 
Federal bank examination forms and 
procedures complicates the collection of 
data on the banking system and adds to 
the reporting burden on banks, espe
cially banks which are subsidiaries of 
ruultibank holding companies. Inconsist
ency of Federal bank examination 
standards produces discrepancies among 
the three Federal banking agencies in 
the identification and supervision of 
problem banks. The absence of coordi
nated bank supervisory procedures ham
pers the agencies in coping with bank 
failures. 

I believe that the American banking 
system is fundamentally sound. The 
handful of bank failures which have oc
curred, and the losses which other banks 
have suffered in the last 3 years are 

....__ 

evidence of the severity of the economic 
recession more so than of disorder in 
the banking system. But even in periods 
of prosperity, some banks will encounter 
serious financial difficulty. The Federal 
banking agencies should have an effi
cient, coordinated system for early iden
tification of banks and bank holding 
companies that encounter difficulty, and 
for close supervision where there is a risk 
of failure. 

Hearings held in the Banking Com
mittee reveal that coordination among 
the agencies is less than satisfactory. 
There is no standing mechanism for joint 
supervisory followup when banks are 
identified as problem banks by one or 
more of the three agencies. The recent 
failures of large national banks super
vised by the Comptroller's Office which 
were subsidiaries of bank holding com
panies supervised by the Federal Reserve 
System and which had deposits insured 
by the FDIC, suggest that all three agen
cies become involved in almost all cases 
in which close supervision of a bank is 
required. The rapidity with which the 
condition of a bank can change argues 
for an improved capability for the Fed
eral agencies to act jointly and expedi
tiously. The Federal Bank Examination 
Council to be established by this bill 
would be responsible for working out a 
cooperative arrangement among the 
three Federal agencies for identifying 
and supervising problem banks and for 
dealing with bank failures. 

Experts on bank supervision have rec
ommended that the three Federal agen
cies set up a computerized bank informa
tion network. The Federal Bank Exami
nation Council should examine that rec
ommendation as well as others that have 
been made to insure timely, accurate in
formation on the condition of banks. 
It is especially important that the three 
Federal agencies not adopt information 
systems which are mutually incompatible 
or incomprehensible. The Comptroller of 
the Currency is presently beginning to 
implement recommendations made by 
the consulting firm of Haskins and Sells 
for improvements in his Office. The 
Council should review the actions under
way and contemplated in the Comptrol
ler's Office to determine whether the new 
procedures will be compatible, or can be 
rendered compatible with those of the 
FDIC and Federal Reserve System, and 
whether these changes should be adopted 
by all three agencies. 

The Federal Bank Examination Coun
cil should also work toward a better ar
ticulation between State and Federal 
bank supervisory processes. Most banks 
in this country are State chartered 
banks subject to examination and 
supervision by State banking offices. 
Most State chartered banks are in
sured by th~ FDIC and many are 
members of the Federal Reserve Sys
tem, and thereby subject to examination 
and supervision by one of those two Fed
eral agencies. The duplication of effort 
by State and Federal bank examiners 
could be reduced, perhaps even elimi
nated in many States, if Federal proce
dures could be established for the certifi
cation of State bank supervisory agen
cies. The Conference of State Bank Su-

pervisors testified before the Banking 
Committee on March 19 that-

Capabilities of State banking departments 
ha.ve reached the point where the Conference 
believes tha.t a. State ba.nklng department 
upon filing a. request with the ... [FDIC] for 
authority to conduct its own examination of 
all State-chartered ba.nks Within its borders, 
should be granted this responsibility by 
the ... [FDIC] in the absence of a. clear 
showing by the . . . [FDIC] that the State 
banking department does not possess the 
capability necessary to warrant being cert i
fied. 

Certification on a statewide scale is 
next to impossible given the absence of 
uniform examination standards and pro
cedures at the Federal level. State bank
ing agencies are forced to choose one of 
the three Federal agencies as a model for 
bank examination procedures or to es
tablish an idiosyncratic State system. 

The bill provides for formation of a 
liaison committee of State bank super
visory agency representatives which 
would work with the Federal Bank Ex
amination Council to promote uniformity 
in State and Federal bank examination 
standards and procedures. The liaison 
committee and the Council should care
fully consider the possibility of certifica
tion and other measures to encourage 
the growth of efficient State bank super
visory agencies. 

Creation of the Federal Bank Exam!
nation Council would leave unchanged 
the present Federal bank regulatory 
structure, but would not preclude 
changes in that structure in the future. 
Indeed, experience with the Federal Bank 
Examination Council should help to in
dicate whether structural changes are 
necessary, and if so, what those changes 
should be. The Council would move 
ahead in an area where change is clearly 
needed. Governor Holland of the Fed
eral Reserve Board testified before the 
Banking Committee on December 8 that 
there is strong support at the Board for 
creation of a Council to focus on: "effi
cient and uniform modernization of bank 
examination and vigorous and consistent 
followup procedures when bank weak
nesses are revealed." 

The expenses of the Federal Bank Ex
amination Council will be shared equally 
by the three Federal banking agencies, 
each of which is supported by assess
ments on the banks it examines, not by 
appropriated funds. Assessments on the 
banks need not increase either; on the 
contrary, the cost of the Council should 
be more than offset by savings realized 
through standardization of examination 
forms and procedures, joint training of 
bank examiners, certification of State 
bank supervisory agencies and other 
measures to reduce the duplication of 
effort and increase efficiency in the Fed
eral bank supervisory process. 

This bill, by creating a Federal Bank 
Examination Council with authority to 
establish uniform Federal bank examina
tion standards and procedures, takes a 
much needed practical approach toward 
resolving the problems which have arisen 
in bank supervision. Equally important, 
it does so without expanding the super
visory power of the Federal Government 
over banks, without altering the existing 
Federal regulatory structure, and with-
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out eroding the dual banking system. If 
a Federal Bank Examination Council had 
been in existence, I believe we would 
have had fewer problem banks and fewer 
bank failures in recent years, and the 
failures which were unavoidable could 
have been dealt with more smoothly. We 
should adopt this bill now so that the 
Council will be in place to coordinate the 
Federal response to whatever difiiculties 
may arise in the banking system in the 
future, as well as to improve the effi
ciency of Federal bank supervision. 

By Mr. THURMOND: 
S. 3497. A bill to establish the Con

garee Swamp National Preserve in the 
State of South Carolina, and for other 
purposes. Referred to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I am 
today submitting legislation to establish 
the Congaree Swamp National Preserve 
in the State of South Carolina. Similar 
legislation <H.R. 12111) has been intro
duced in the House by Congressman 
FLOYD SPENCE, with the cosponsorship 
of all the Members of the House of Rep
resentatives from South Carolina. 

The Congaree Swamp is a unique for
ested lowland area lying primarily along 
the north bank of the Congaree River, 
approximately 20 miles southeast of Co
lumbia, S.C. The bill I am introducing 
today proposes that the U.S. Government 
acquire all or any portion of that section 
of the swamp knD\Vll as the Beidler tract, 
consisting of about 15,000 acres. 

UNIQUENESS ~"'1> NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE 

Mr. President, the Congaree Swamp 
has been called the greatest unprotected 
forest on the continent and with sub
stantial good reason. The uniqueness and 
intrinsic value of this forested bottom 
are based on the near virgin state of its 
community of southern hardwood trees, 
including many aged specimen trees of 
gigantic proportions. Among these 200-
to 400-year-old giants are 5 national rec
ord trees and 17 South Carolina record 
specimens. 

The forest that covers most of the 
Beidler tract is the last maj-or old 
grorlh stand of its type in the Southeast, 
as all other substantial virgin hardwood 
forests have been subjected to at least 
some logging by the timber industry. 
Within this tract is found a typical 
southern river bottom hardwood forest 
containing magnificent trees of the fol
lowing species: sweetgum, blackgum, 
swamp white oak, southern red oak, wil
low oak, black oak, water tupelo, bald
cyprus, and loblolly pine. A 1959 pre
liminary Na tiona! Park Senice study of 
the scenic, scientific, historical, and rec
reational values of the Congaree Swamp 
concluded that "a biological community 
of rare quality and considerable scien
tific value exist." These preliminary find
ings were reinforced by later Park Serv
ice investigations which found no other 
area in the Southeast of comparable geo
logical and biological significance. Re
cently, the South Carolina Wildlife and 
Marine Resources Department studied 
the Beidler tract of the swamp and con
cluded that: 

The geological and biological attributes of 
the area are in themselves worthy of Na-

tional recognition and all the more so since 
they are unique. 

In addition to it unique community of 
vh·gin hardwood of immense size and old 
age, Congaree Swamp has invaluable 
scientific value because of the well pre
served ecological story of the develop
ment of the Congaree River channels 
through the ages. This is the significant 
geological attribute alluded to in the Na
tional Park Service and South Carolina 
Wildlife and Marine Resources Depart
ment studies. 

Th1·ough the aeons of time, the Conga
ree River has shifted its course through 
the area numerous times. These ~ast 
channels of the Congaree are easily rec
ognizable over the whole of the swamp. 
Shallow, elongated curved lakes-known 
as "dead rivers"-sloughs and the dis
tribution of tree species such as cotton
woods, occur throughout the swamp and 
are obvious indications of these aban
doned river courses. These natural geo
logical features ten a 1·emarkable eco
logical story, which gives further reason 
to protect and interpret a representative 
portion of the swamp for the enlight
enment of the visting public. 

Additionally, over 100 bird species are 
known from the Beidler tract, including 
several rare nesting records of birds such 
as Swainson's warbler, Louisiana heron, 
Swallow-tailed kite, and the Mississippi 
kite. Those who have extensively studied 
the flora and fauna of the Congaree be
lieve that the uncut portions of the Beid
ler tract provide the mature hardwood 
forest habitat necessary for less common 
bird species unable to survive except in 
such protected areas. 
URGENCY OF PRESERVATION ACTION AND METHOD 

OF ACQUISITION 

Mr. President, the previously men
tioned unique and outstanding features 
of the Congaree Swamp have been known 
by a relatively small group of naturalists 
for some time. Efforts to preserve a por
tion of the swamp for posterity have 
been going on, with varying degrees of 
intensity, for over 20 years. However, in 
the early 1970's, local and State enViron
mental groups learned that the Beidler 
family had initiated a systematic har
vesting of overly-mature timber on their 
Congaree lands. A Congaree Swamp Na
tional Preserve Association was formed 
for the purpose of informing the public 
of the values of the area and the need 
for preservation. 

Within the past 7 years, some 3,500 
acres of the 15,135 acre Beidler tract 
have been subjected to some logging or 
will be harvested under contracts ~ow 
outstanding. The Beidler family has an
nounced that it intends to let a contract 
for the harvesting of another approxi
mately 500 acres later this year, and will 
continue cutting the timber on its Con
garee lands at the rate of 500 or more 
acres each year. 

At this rate of harvesting, the question 
of preserving what all agree is the unique, 
nationally significant heart of the Con
garee Swamp-the Beidler tract--will 
soon become moot. The Beidler family 
has not been willing, for several reasons 
which must be respected, to put a mora
torium on further timber harvesting. 
However, they have fully cooperated with 

the National Park Service in conducting 
an up-to-date feasibility study and tim
ber cruise of their Congaree propert:'l· 
This timber valuation sm·vey is now un
derway and should be concluded by the 
end of this calendar year. The Beidlers 
have stated that they are "sensitive to 
the interest which responsible conserva
tion groups have in the preservation of 
1·epresentative stands of relatively undis
tw·bed forest," and they have willingly 
discussed various methods of property 
acquisition with the Park Service. 

Recognizing the urgency of prompt but 
responsible action to preserve a repre
sentative portion of the Congaree 
Swamp, the bill I am introducing today 
provides for a 90-day-delayed, legislative 
taking of the Beidler tract. This proce
dure would authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior, through the Park Service, to 
negotiate with the Beidler family the 
most desirable method and price of 
acquiring all or a portion of the family's 
Congaree Swamp lands. The property 
could be acquired through purchase, us
ing already appropriated moneys out of 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund, 
through a land exchange, or a combina
tion of methods. 

However, if the parties are unable to 
agree on a satisfactory settlement within 
90 days following enactment, the legisla
tive taking proVision would go into effect. 
Should this become the operative proce
dure, ownership of the property would 
immediately be vested in the U.S. Gov
ernment and timber cutting on the 
Beidler property, if still in progress, 
would be immediately halted. The Beid
lers would then have a lawful claim upon 
the U.S. Government to receive full com
pensation for the fair market value of 
their property, the value of which would 
be fixed at the time of the legislative 
taking. 

Fw'thermore, to compensate the family 
for income foregone from timber har
vesting during any interim period of 
claims settlement, I am proposing that 
the Secretary be authorized to provide 
reasonable compensation out of discre
tionary moneys available to him through 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund. 
Once the Park Service and the Beidler 
family reach agreement on the fair mar
ket value of the entire property, the Sec
retary of the Treasury is authorized to 
complete payment out of the moneys in 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund. 

I believe this is a responsible acquisi
tion approach which will: First, halt the 
cutting of virgin timber, which threatens 
to destroy the value of the proposed 
preserve, second, insure that the prop
erty owners' rights are respected, and 
that they receive fair compensation and 
a regular :fiow of income; and third, 
comply with the procedures of the new 
Budget Act. 

ECONOMICS OF THE PROPOSAL 

l'.ir. President, the Park Service has 
been working with the Beidler family 
toward obtaining a good estimate of the 
value of the Congaree Swamp holdings. 
While a final valuation will not be pos
sible until the completion of a detailed 
timber cruise later this year, the Park 
Service has just recently computed what 
they believe is a fah·ly reliable, prelim-
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inary estimate of the cost of acquiring the 
Beidler tract. This figure is quite sub
stantial-$31.1 million-which repre
sents a cost of just over $2,000 per acre 
for land and timber. 

I emphasize that this is a preliminary 
cost estimate, and the final figure, based 
on the timber cruise soon to be com
pleted, may be somewhat less. Further
more, most of the property cost repre
sents the value of standing timber, and 
it must be remembered that this is a 
near-virgin forest with merchantable 
trees of tremendous size. Also, the under
lying land is not typical swampland, but 
rather is remarkably free from flooding 
80 to 90 percent of the year. 

Naturally, Mr. President, I have also 
carefully weighed the potential adverse 
economic effects of establishing this 
preserve. If the Beidler tract is estab
lished as a national preserve, Richland 
County, S.C., stands to lose some of its 
tax base, but the dimunition in property 
tax revenues would be slight-about 
$7,000 per year at current tax rates. To 
compensate for lost property tax revenues 
in such cases as these, Congress is now 
considering comprehensive ''payments in 
lieu of taxes" legislation, to reimburse 
local governments for tax revenues fore
gone on federally owned property. 

Of greater concern is the effect on 
forest and related industries in the area 
from removing this tract from multiple
use forest production. The forest indus
try ranks as the third largest manufac
tw·ing industry in South Carolina, 
generating over $1 billion in economic 
activity annually. It is generally 
agreed that the forest industry must 
double its production of wood products 
by the year 2000 to meet projected needs 
of our growing population and expand
ing economy. Thus, it would behoove us 
to be extremely judicious in removing 
lands from forest production. 

This necessitates a well-reasoned bal
ancing judgment on the part of Congress, 
which, after much thoughtful considera
tion, I believe should favor preservation 
of a limited portion of the 70,000-acre 
Congaree Swamp, as advocated in my 
bill. It is my position that the size of 
this Congaree Swamp National Preserve 
should be strictly limited to acreage nec
essary to protect the integrity of a rep
resentative, optimum-sized portion of 
this area's unique ecological resources
no more and no less. Thus, if, after a 
careful study of the area, the Park Serv
ice believes some of the Beidler Tract, 
especially those areas where timber has 
already been harvested, can realistically 
be excluded from the preserve, my bill 
provides that this can be done. 

In the long run, it is believed that 
hardwood forests in the State can in
crease their production of hardwood to 
meet the demand. In the short run, the 
affected industries, particularly hard
wood plywood manufacturers in the area, 
may have to import logs from other 
areas or make other adjustments. Fur
thermore, it should be pointed out that 
logging of the Beidler Tract is a rela
tively new phenomenon in the region, 
having begun in 1970. Thus, there has 
developed only a limited dependence on 
the forest resources of this property. 

On the whole, establishing a national 
preserve in the Congaree Swamp should 
have substantial positive benefits for the 
area's economy. Such has been the gen
eral rule when other lands have been 
added to the National Park System, with 
increa.sed tourist and related activities 
more than balancing income lost from 
present land uses. 

Recreational use of the swamp would 
likely be constrained by flooding perhaps 
10 percent of the year, and by heavY 
mosquito infestation another 10 percent, 
according to the recent study by the 
South Carolina Wildlife and Marine Re
sources Department. However, relatively 
pleasant recreation conditions would ex
ist in the Beidler Tract about 190 days 
of the year, when the vast majority of 
the land would be reasonably dry. It is 
impossible to precisely predict the recre
ational potential of the site as a na
tional preserve. However, it does have 
promise in this respect, judging from the 
thousands of persons advocating its 
preservation, many of whom have al
ready visited parts of the Congaree 
Swamp. Furthermore, there is no doubt 
about the Beidler Tract's scientific value, 
since there is no other forest area quite 
like it in the country. 

Mr. President, because the Beidler 
Tract of the Congaree Swamp contains 
a unique, near-virgin, river bottom, hard
wood forest that is the last of its kind; 
because of the remarkable size of many 
of the trees and the likelihood of more 
record trees in the future if the forest 
is protected; because of the intriguing 
geological story of the development of 
the Conga.ree River through time, which 
is evident in the landscape of the area; 
and because there is no other natural 
area of similar resource values now in 
the National Park System; I believe the 
preservation of a limited, carefully se
lected portion of the Congaree Swamp 
for the benefit of present and future gen
erations of Americans is justified. I, 
therefore, urge prompt enactment of this 
legislation. 

Mr. President, for the benefit of my 
colleagues and other interested persons. 
I ask unanimous consent that the fol
lowing documents be printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my remarks: 

Fil:st. An article from the May-June, 
1976, issue of South Carolina Wildlife 

· magazine entitled "Congaree Swamp 
Study Released." 

Second. A list of the Record Trees of 
the Beidler Tract, as extracted from a 
December 1975 Vegetative Analysis of 
Preserve Alternatives Involving the 
Beidler Tract of the Congaree Swamp. 
This preliminary study was requested by 
Governor James B. Edwards. 

Third. A copy of the bill being intro
duced. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From Sout h Carolina Wildlife, May-Ju ne 
1976) 

" CONGAR EE SWAM P STUDY RELEASED" 

"Congaree Swamp is a pristine wilderness 
and should be saved." "Congaree Swamp is a 
vital source of timber and should be care
fully m.anaged for wood production." These 
opposing bat tle cries are becoming familiar 

to many South Carolinians, especially resi
dents of the midlands, as the controversy 
over the fate of Congaree Swamp continues 
to flare up in the headlines. Fuel was recently 
added to the fire when the South Carolina 
Wildlife and Marine Resources Department 
released its study of the Congaree situation 
in e.n innocent-sounding report entitled: "A 
Vegetation Analysis of Preserve Alternatives 
Involving The Beidler Tract of the Congaree 
Swamp.'' 

At the same time the report clarifies sev
eral misconceptions about the swamp, it 
provides both sides of the controversy wit h 
plenty of ammunition. "A technical study of 
this sort can't resolve the issue, because 
that's a matter of values," explains Tom 
Kohlsaat, one of the authors of the study. 
"Rather, what we have attempted to do is 
provide a factual basis for resolving the is
sues-to show the consequences of preserving 
all or part of the Beidler property." 

Of the basic principles involved in the 
study, the first 1s that Congaree Swamp is 
part of a vast bottomland forest system. Few 
people other than hunters and loggers have 
seen this forest on the Congaree River flood
plain, where it spreads out over the relatively 
flat country below Columbia. Roads and 
buildings are expensive to build on the wet , 
silty soil deposited by the river's floodwaters, 
so few have occasion to go there. 

In contrast to the difficulties man en
counters in these bottomlands, trees find 
them quite to their liking. Frequent deposits 
of nutrient-laden silt and ample moisture ac
count for rapid growth in those hardwood 
species able to tolerate occasional flooding . 

In fact, a tremendous variety of tree spe
cies are scattered about a. typical bottom
land, each taking advantage of special con
ditions accompanying slight changes in re
lief. Cypress and water tupelo are found in 
the wettest depressions, also called "sloughs" 
and "guts", which contain standing water 
and nearly year-round. Pa.ssing to slightly 
higher and drier ground, a va.l"iety of oaks, 
hickories, a.shes, plus red maple and hack
berry are encountered. On the "ridges"- a 
curious term to a stranger to the fl.atlands, 
since they lie scarcely a. few feet above the 
sloughs-sweetgums, other oaks and occa
sional ancient pines predominate. 

These rich bottomlands, where a sweet
gum can grow as fast and straight as a pine, 
have long been the backbone of the hard
wood forest industry in the South. Here the 
hardwoods are found for floors, furniture, 
veneer paneling, and other necessities from 
axe-handles to railroad ties. Although we 
may only be dimly aware of their existence, 
and then more as a source of snakes and 
other imagined horrors than as a source of 
wood, we have grown quite dependent on 
these mysterious bottomland forests. In the 
case of the Congaree Swamp, this depend
ence has brought us to quite a pass; for here 
is found a. remnant of the virgin forest once 
common before man turned on the forest 
with axe and saw. It is at once a valuable 
source of timber and the sole remnant of a 
virgin forest which has stood since time im
memorial. 

Although the forest does contain unusu
ally large trees, including 16 certified s tate 
records, this fact alone does not account for 
the tract's true significance, according to 
the wildlife department study. More impor
tantly, study findings suggest that t he 
presence of these trees is not happenstance. 
Rather, it appears that the forest has al
ways produced such giants and always will. 
Thus, as the present record-sized trees die, as 
they inevitably must, other trees, now only 
slight ly smaller, will grow to record size. This 
is the cycle of life in what foresters call a. 
balanced forest. 

The principal agent of death for the larger 
trees appears to be the wind. In order to 
have adequate oxygen, the roots of bottom
lan d trees are quite shallow in the wet soil 
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and are unsupp01·tive. Hence, most trees suc
cumb to windthl'ow long before reaching 
record size. As an old tree crashes to the 
ground, a sunlit opening is created in which 
hardwood seedlings can grow, and the cycle 
begins anew. 

Here is the foresters' agony. Unless the 
felled tree is immediately removed, or better 
yet, all trees of respectable size are occasion
ally cut before they fall, the timber is lost to 
decay and rot. We must therefore decide 
where we want our wood-on the ground in 
the shade of giant trees, in a forest which 
has never known the axe, or in our furniture. 

It is reasonable to ask, then, to what ex
tent the Beidler Tract is capable of improv
ing the supply of hardwood timber. The best 
answer so far is found in a brief analysis 
conducted by T. Dwight Bunce, a local econ
omist, whose work was sponsored by preser
vationist groups. Based on a partial timber 
inventory and U.S. Forest Service statistics 
for the Columbia-Sumter market area, Btmce 
found that the Beidler Tract accounted for 
1.8% of the hardwood timber supply 1n the 
market area it would serve, and 0.5% of the 
supply in all of South Carolina, a seemingly 
insignificant percentage. 

Thus far, it appears to be people and their 
need for wood versus the trees. But is it 
really? According to the wildlife study, which 
merely summarizes other work on this point, 
people also figure on the side of the trees. 
It is often argued that bottomlands like Con
garee are :flooded frequently and are infested 
With mosquitoes and such; that they are 
fearsome places. In fact, the forest is quite , 
pleasant, especially in the spring and fall. 
Although flooding is a problem, it occurs only 
about 10% of the days in a typical year, ac-

cording to the study. Heavy mosquito infes
tations may account for another 10% leaving 
about 290 days a year for pleasant recreation 
conditions. 

When people figtrre strongly on both sides 
of an issue, a compromise is usually called 
for, and the Congaree issue is no exception. 
Virtually all participants in the controversy 
favor setting aside some acreage. The ques
tion is how much? Proposals to date range 
from 1000 acres to the entire 15,000 am·es of 
the Beidler Tract. 

The study shows that the kinds of trees 
in the forest canopy and their associated 
shrubs, grasses, flowering plants and under
story trees vary tremendously over the entire 
tract. To make the matter more complicated, 
strong variations are found Within each por
tion, so a true representative of the tract's 
full diversity must include a sizable piece 
of the eastern and western portions. In the 
western portion, for instance, the best stands 
of sweetgum, cherrybark oak and scattered 
loblolly pines are found. In the wetter eastern 
portion, stands dominated by laurel oak, 
cypress and water tupelo show their best de
velopment. The unavoidable conclusion is 
that if the wide diversity of forest types rep
resented in the Beidler Tract is valued as 
much as the mere presence of big trees, then 
at least 5000 to 7000 acres, including major 
blocks from both uncut portions, must be 
preserved. 

In the end, such questions, and thousands 
of others can be answered only after years 
of research. Where the questions involve a 
forest touched only by natural disturbances, 
the uncut portions of the Beidler Tract are 
the only places left to find the answers. 
Meanwhile, the cutting continues. 

RECORD TREES OJ' THE BEm.LEB TRACT 

Species 

NATIONAL BKCORDS 

Circum
ference 

(at 4.6 ft.) 
(feet/inches) 

Loblolly pine (pinus taeda) 1
----------------------- 16/10 

overcup oak (quercus lyrataP---------------------- 21/10 
Possumhaw (Uex decidua) 2

------------------------ 1/8 
Laurel oak (quercus 1aurlfolla) 2-------------------- 20/8 
Swamp tupelo (nyssa sylvatica var. bi:flora) '--------- 12/10 

STATE B.ECORDS 

Honeylocust (gleditsia triacanthos) ----------------- 8/3 
American hornbeam (carpinus caroliniana) ---------- 4/7 
Water elm (planers. aquatica) 1

-------------------- 6/6 
Sycamore (platanus occidentalis) 1----------------- 14/8 
Water tupelo (nyssa aquatical) 1

-------------------- 20/2 
Cherrybark oak (quercus falcata var. pagodaefolia) 1 - 21/5 
Swamp chestnut oak (quercus michauxi) 1---------- 16/6 
White ash (fraxinus amexicana) ll __________________ 15/3 
Shumard oak (quercus shumarlii) 2----------------- 16/4 
American elm (ulmus americana) 2

----------------- 17/3 
Willow oak (quercus phelos) 2 ________________ .:. _____ 18/3 
Red bay (persea borbonia) e________________________ 5/5 

1 Nominated by John Cely and Jim Elder. 
2 To be nominated by South Carolina Wildlife Department. 

Height Spread 
(feet) (feet) 

144 50 
150 87 
30 45 

111 58 
101 60 

122 36 
60 49 
54 45 

147 90 
90 56 

152 110 
150 87 
135 80 
127 65 
120 80 
135 85 
67 45 

Source: Excerpted from "A Vegetative Analysis of Preserve Alternatives Involving the 
Beidler Tract of the Congaree Swamp;" South Carolina Wildlife and Marine Resources 
Department, December 1975. 

s. 3497 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Rep?·esentatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That in order 
to preserve and protect for the education, in
spiration, and enjoyment of present and fu· 
ture generations an outstanding example of 
a near-virgin southern hardwood forest, there 
is hereby established the Congaree Swamp 
National Preserve (hereinafter referred to 

as the "Presex·ve"), which shall consist of 
the property depicted as the "Beider tract" 
on the map referred to in section 3 of this 
Act. 

SEc. 2. The Secretary of the Interior (here
inafter l'eferred to as the "Secretary") is au
thorized to acquire lands and interests in 
lands within the prese1·ve by donation, pur
chase with donated or appropriated funds, or 
exchange, and he 1s directed to enter into 

immediate negotiations with the owners of 
property within the preGerve for the acquisi
tion thereof by purchase or exchange fot· 
other Federal property designated pursuant 
to subsection 3(b) of this Act. Notwithstand
ing any other provision of law, any agreement 
for acquisition may provide that the Secre
tary shall make payments to the owner from 
time to time in compensation for part or all 
of the standing timber on the property which, 
but for its acquisition by the United States 
would have been sold, and any funds avail
able to the Secretary for Federal land acqui
sition purposes on the date of enactment of 
this Act shall be available for such pay
ments. 

SEc. 3 (a) . The Secretary shall ad vise the 
President of the Senate and the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives within 90 days 
of the date of enactment of this Act whether 
the property referred to in this section as 
the Beidler Tract has been acquired. Falling 
such advice or such acquisition, effective at 
noon on the 90th day following the date of 
enactment of this Act, there is hereby vested 
1n the United States all right, title, and 
interest in, and the right to immediate pos
session of, all real property, including stand
ing timber, located Within the area depicted 
as the "Beidler Tract" on the map entitled 
"Congaree Swamp National Preserve", num
bered CS-80,001, and dated April 1976, which 
is on file and available for public inspention 
in the office of the National Park Service, 
Department of the Interior, with the excep
tion of lands or interests in lands owned by 
the State of South Carolina or its political 
subdivisions, and existing easements of pub
lic ut111ties. The Secretary shall allow for the 
orderly termination of all operations on real 
property acquired by the United States under 
this subsection, and for the t•emoval of equip
ment, factlities, and personal property there
from except that harvesting of timber, 
whether deemed real or personal, shall not 
be allowed. 

(b) (1) The United States will pay just 
compensation to the owner of any real prop
erty, including standing timber, taken by 
subsection (a) of this section, and the full 
faith and credit of the United States is 
hereby pledged to the payment of any judg
ment entered against the United States pur
suant to the provisions of this Act. Payments 
shall be made either: (A) by the Secretary 
of the Treasury from moneys available and 
appropriated from the Land and Water Con
servation Fund, upon certification to him by 
the Secretary of the agreed negotiated value 
of such property, or the valuation of the 
property awarded by judgment, including in
terest at the rate of 6 percentum per annum 
from the date of taking to the date of pay
ment therefore; or (B) by the Secretary, if 
the former owner concurs, with any federally 
owned property available to him for such 
purpose in accordance \vith paragraph (ii) of 
this subsection; or (C) by the Secretary 
using any combination of such moneys or 
federally owned property. Any action against 
the United States for just compensation for 
any lands or interests taken by subsection 
(a) of this section shall be brought in the 
district court of the United States for the dis
trict in which such property is situated. In 
the absence of a negotiated agreement or any 
a~tion by the former owner within one year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary may initiate proceedings at any 
time seeking a determination of just com
pensation in the district court of the United 
States for the district in which the prop
erty is situated. In the event that the Secre
tary determines that fee simple title to any 
property taken under thi.s section, including 
but not limited to portions of the "Beidler 
Tract" from which timber has been harvested 
within the eight years i.mmediately preceding 
enactment of this Act, is not necessary for 
the purposes of this Act, he may with the 
concurrence of the former owner, revest title 
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1n such property to such former owner sub
ject to such terms and conditions as he 
deems appropriate to carry out the purposes 
of this Act, and he may compensate the 
former owner for no more than the fair mar
ket va.lue of the rights so reserved, except 
that the secretary may not revest title to any 
property for which just and full compensa
tion has been paid. 

(11) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, for the purposes of this Act, any 
federally owned property Within the State 
of South Carolina designated by the secre
t ary, except property needed for national 
defense, public health, public park, historic 
monument, or public educational purposes, 
shall be available for acquisition herein au
thonzed by exchange and for use by the 
Secretary in lieu of, or together With, cash in 
payment of just compensation for property 
taken by subsection (a) of this section. The 
head of the administering agency is author
ized to transfer administrative jurisdiction 
over any property so designated to the Secre
tary for use in accordance With this Act. 

(c) Within two years after the date of 
enactment of this Act the Secretary shall 
review the area depicted as "study area" on 
the map referred to in subsection (a) of 
this section and he shall advise the President 
of the Senate and the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives as to any lands and in
terests therein within such area that are 
necessary or desirable for purposes of re
source protection, scenic integrity, or future 
management and administration of the 
preserve in furtherance of t he purposes of 
this Act. 

(d) With respect to any portion of the 
area acquired under the provisions of this 
Act which at the time of its acquisition is 
leased for hunting purposes, the Secretary 
shall acquire such portion subject to such 
lease, and he shall permit the continued ex
ercise of hunting privileges, consistent with 
applicable Federal and State game laws, in 
accordance with the terms of any such lease 
for the unexpired term thereof or for a pe
riod of five years, whichever is less. If a lease 
is still outstanding at the end of five years 
following acquisition and the general man
agement plan for the preserve provided for 
in section 5(a) 1s not ready to be at that 
time, such lease shall continue until its ex
piration implemented/ or until the leased 
portion of the preserve is ready for manage
ment in accordance With such plan. 

SEc. 4. The Secretary sha.ll administer the 
preserve in accordance With the Act approved 
August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535), as amended 
and supplemented, and the provisions of 
this Act. 

SEc. 5(a). The Secretary, in consultation 
With the Governor of South Carolina, shall 
formUlate standards for the development, 
preservation, management, and public use of 
the preserve, and the secretary is authorized 
to develop jointly With the Governor a gen
era.l management plan for the implementa
tion of such standards. The Secretary shall 
transmit the plan, together With an esti
mate of the costs of developing, operating, 
and managing the preserve for public bene
fit and use, to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives and the President of the 
Senate not later than two years from the 
effective date of this Act. 

(b) In exerc1slng his responsibllitles under 
this Act, the Secretary is authorized to enter 
into a cooperative agreement or agreements 
with the Governor of South Carolina and 
an appropriate agency (or agencies) of the 
State of South Carolina pursuant to which 
(1) such agency m.ay, consistent with the 
standards formulated pursuant to subsec
tion (a) of this section, develop, operate, 
and maintain the preserve, and (2) the 
Secretary may make available to such agency 
funds appropriated to him for operation of 
the national park system ln order to defray 
In whole or in part the costs of such devel-

opment, operat ion, and maintenance of the 
preserve. 

(c) Within two years from the effective 
date of this Act, the Secretary shall review 
the area. within the preserve and shall re
port to . the President, in accordance with 
subsections 3(c) and 3(d) of the Wilderness 
Act (78 Stat. 890; 16 U.S.C. 1132(c) and 
(d)), his recommendation as to the suit
ability or nonsuitablllty of any area within 
t he preserve for preservation as wilderness, 
and any designation of any such area as a 
wilderness area shall be accomplished in ac
cordance with said subsections of the Wil
derness Act. 

SEc. 6. The Secretary shall permit hunting, 
fishing, and trapping on lands and waters 
under his jurisdiction within the preserve 
in accordance with applicable Federal and 
State laws, except that he may designate 
zones where and establish periods when no 
hunting, fishing, or trapping shall be per
mitted for reasons of public safety, admin
istration, fish or wildlife management, or 
public use and enjoyment. Except in emer
gencies, any regulations promulgated under 
this section shall be placed in effect only 
after consultation with the appropriate fish 
and game agency of the State of South 
Carolina. 

SEc. 7. There a.re authorized to be appro
priated out of the Land and Water Con
servation Fund ln the Treasury of the 
United States such sums as may be neces
sary for the acquisition of property, but not 
t o exceed $31,100,000. 

By Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself 
and Mr. THURMOND) : 

s. 3498. A bill to authorize the es
tablishment of the Congaree Swamp Na
t ional Preserve in the State of South 
Carolina, and for other purposes. Re
ferred to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce, in my behalf and that 
of my colleague Senator THURMOND, a bill 
to authorize the establishment of the 
Congaree Swamp National Preserve in 
my native State of South Carolina. 

Some background is in order, both to 
explain the basic thrust of this legisla
tion and to clear up the controversy 
which has surrounded the issue of es
tablishing the Congaree Swamp as a na
tional preserve. 

It is important for the Senate to realize 
that the Congaree Swamp, located a few 
miles southeast of the State capital of 
Colwnbia, is one of the Nation's great 
virgin swamp forests. Stretching 
throughout its environs are six of the 
largest types of trees which grow in the 
United States, including 700-year-old 
cypress trees. It is the last large remnant 
of original bottomland hardwood forest 
in the Southeastern United States. With
out question, the Congaree Swamp is of 
inestimable value to the citizens of South 
Carolina and the Nation as one of na
ture's most pristine areas. Clearly, every 
effort should be made to preserve the 
swamp in its existing state. 

Efforts to preserve the swamp began 
over a dozen years ago, and I was in
volved in these efforts at an early date. 
Some 10 years ago, when I first arrived 
in the Senate, two very distinguished 
South Carolinians-Mr. Ambrose Hamp
ton of Colwnbia and Mr. Peter Mani
gault of Charleston-approached me 
about preserving the swamp. They 
pointed out that approximately 15,000 
ncres in the center of the swamp were 

privately owned-by the Beidler family 
of Chicago-and that the State of :south 
Carolina and the Federal Government 
ought to get together to arrange for the 
purchase of a certain amount of the 
acreage. 

At that time, the Beidlers were not in
terested in selling. I kept up my efforts 
to persuade the Beidlers to sell some of 
the acreage, at least, and a little over 
a year ago, I finally persuaded them to 
yield 5,000 acres. 

Now, of course, with a changed interest 
in selling, the Beidlers are willing to dis
pose of the entire tract-15,135 acres
instead of the 5,000 acres. No exact fig
ure has been established on the purchase 
price, but the Department of the Interior 
has estimated the value at $31.1 million. 
I want to emphasize that this was an 
informal estimate of the cost to the Fed
eral Government. 

In any event, since that $31.1 million 
informal estimate was made, I have per
ceived a very real problem with the Fed
eral budget and the new budgetary proc
ess in the Congress. To put my problem 
in a perspective that I am sure many of 
my colleagues will understand, I recently 
received a letter from Governor Edwards 
of South Carolina asking that I go along 
with this multimillion-dollar purchase of 
the Congaree Swamp by the Federal 
Government, and the next afternoon I 
received a telegt·am from him admonish
ing me to balance the Federal budget. 

As a member of the Senate Budget 
Committee, I am absolutely supportive 
of our new budgetary process. I think it 
presents the Congress with its best-
possibly its only-chance to get a grip 
on Federal spending. And I know that 
you cannot have it both ways-you 
agree to set a spending limit and stick 
by it or you go ahead and bust the 
budget. 

So, I begin to look very closely at the 
possible avenues for funding the pur
chase of the Congaree Swamp. I was 
told that the Interior Department had 
some funds in the land and water con
servation fund that could be made avail
able for the purchase. But the situation 
is murky; apparently, while the Park 
Service has been interested in obtaining 
the acreage, just as apparently the Office 
of Management and Budget has been op
posed to spending the money for this 
endeavor. It should have been pointed 
out long ago that the Ford administra
tion officially opposed the purchase of 
Congaree Swamp as a national preserve, 
and it still does. 

There is another budgetary problem 
involved in the legislation which has 
been introduced in the House. In order 
to authorize any funds for the purchase 
this year, the request should have been 
reported out of committee in both houses 
by May 15, under the new budget rules 
for authorizations for the next fiscal 
year. It was impossible to meet this dead
line in the House or the Senate, however, 
and so we are presented with the neces
sity of getting a waiver for the purchase 
funds. And not only must we get a waiver, 
at the present time we are not even sure 
what the final purchase price will be. 

I find the necessity for securing ::t. 

waiver for the purchase funds generally 
unacceptable. If such action can be 



May 26, 1976 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 15551 
justified in this case, then surely it can 
be justified in many others, and we will 
have succeeded in chipping away at the 
foundations of the new budgetary 
process. Additionally, pursuing a waiver 
for these funds involves a certain delay. 

It is in an effort to speed the process 
of preserving the Congaree Swamp that 
Senator Thurmond and I offer this legis
lation today. We both recognize that the 
funds necessary for the pm·chase of the 
swamp are already contained in the 
land and water conservation fund ad
ministered by the National Park Serv
ice. All we are doing with this legislation 
is authorizing the Park Service to des
ignate and administer the 15,000 acres in 
question as a national preserve, securing 
the acreage with funds already author
ized in the Federal budget for such proj
ects. This is, in our view, the simplest and 
most reasonable manner in which the 
Congress can resolve this matter, and we 
ask our colleagues to give their full sup
port to this effort. 

I ask unanimous consent that our bill, 
s. 3498, be printed in the RECORD. 

The1·e being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 3498 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States oj 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Congaree Swamp 
National Preserve Act of 1976". 

SEc. 2. (a) FI:NniNGs.-The Congress finds 
and declares the following: 

( 1) The Congaree Swamp represents the 
last large remnant of original bottomland 
hardwood forest in the Southeastern United 
States. 

(2) This bottomland forest contains a rich 
variety of hardwoods which are unique in 
age, size, and beauty in the region, as well 
as valuable and uncommon wildlife habitat. 

(3) This bottomland forest is located close 
to a large metropolitan area and, accord
ingly, it is of great value as a source of en
vironmental and historical education, rec
reational opportunities, scientific studies 
and interpretive programs for hundreds of 
thousands of urban dwellers and visitors in 
the State of South Carolina. 

(4) This area is current ly threatened with 
spoilation and ecological damage through 
extensive timbering activities. 

( 5) Despoilment of this bottomland forest 
will result in the irrevocable and permanent 
loss of a unique social, recreational, histori
cal, educational, and environmental asset. 

(b) PoLicY.-It is therefore declared to be 
the policy of the Congress in this Act to 
preserve the Congaree Swamp through the 
establishment of the Congaree Swamp Na
tional Preserve. 

SEC, 3. DESIGNATION .-The Secretary of the 
Interior (hereinafter referred to as the Sec
retary) is authorized to designate by publica
t ion of a map or other boundary description 
in the Federal Register all or any portion of 
the property known as the Beidler tract con
sisting of fifteen thousand acres, more or 
less, and situated in the Congaree River 
floodplain in Richland County, South Caro
lina, for establishment as the Congaree 
Swamp National Preserve (hereinaft er re
ferred to as the Preserve). Following reason
able notice in writing to the Commlttees on 
Int erior and Insular Affairs of the Senate 
and House of Representatives of his inten
t ion to do so, the Secretary may revise the 
boundaries of the area so designated by pub
lication of a revised map or other boundary 
description in the Federal Register. 

SEC. 4. (a) AcQUISITION.-Wit hin the area 
designat ed pursuant to section 1 of t h is Act. 

the Secretary is authorized to acquire lands, 
waters, and interests therein by donation 
or by purchase with donated and/or appro
priated funds. 

(b) LIMITATIONS.-With respect to any 
portion of the area acquired under the 
provisions of this Act which at the time of 
its acquisition is leased for hunting pur
poses, the Secretary shall acquire such por
tion subject to such lease, and he shall 
permit the continued exercise of hunting 
privileges, consistent with applicable Fed
eral and State game laws, in accordance with 
the terms of any such lease for the unex
pired term thereof or for a period of five 
years, whichever is less. If a lease is still 
outstanding at the end of five years follow
ing acquisition and the general manage
ment plan for the Preserve provided for in 
section 6 (a) is not ready to be implemented 
at that time, such lease shall continue until 
its expiration or until the leased portion of 
the Preserve is ready for management in 
accordance with such plan. 

SEC. 5. (a)ESTABLISHMENT.-When the Sec
retary determines that he has acquired suf
ficient property to constitute an admlnlstra
ble unit for the purposes of the Act he shall 
establish the area designated pursuant to 
the first section of this Act as the Congaree 
Swamp National Preserve by publication 
of a notice to that effect in the Federal 
Register. Pending such establishment and 
thereafter, the Secretary shall administer 
property acquired for the Preserve in accord
ance with the Act of August 25, 1916 (39 Stat . 
535), as amended and supplemented, and the 
provisions of this Act. 

{b) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.-In exercis
ing his responsibilities under this Act the 
Secretru·y is authorized to enter into a 
cooperative agreement or agreements with 
an appropriate agency of the State of South 
Carolina pursuant to which (1) such agency 
may, consistent with the standards formu
lated pursuant to section 6(a), develop, 
operate, and maintain the Preserve, and (2) 
the Secretary may make available to such 
agency funds appropriated to him for opera
tion of the national park system in order to 
defray in whole or in part the costs of such 
development, operation, and maintenance 
of the Preserve. 

SEC. ~. (a) MANAGEMENT PLAN.-The Sec
retary shall formulate standard8 for the de
velopment, preservation, management, and 
public use of the Preserve, and the Secretary 
is authorized to develop a general manage
ment plan for the implementation of such 
standards. Such standards may be formu
lated and such plan may be developed jointly 
with an appropriate agency of the State of 
South Carolina. The Secretary shall transmit 
the plan, together With an estimate of the 
costs of developing, operating, and man
aging the Preserve for public benefit and 
use, to the Speaker of the House of Repre
sentatives and the President of the Senate 
not later than two years from the effective 
date of the Act. 

(b) WILDERNESS AREAS.-Within two years 
from the effective date of this Act, the Secre
tary shall review the area within the Preserve 
and shall report to the President, in accord
ance With section 3(c) and 3(d) of the 
Wilderness Act (78 Stat. 890; 16 U.S.C. 1132 
(c) and (d)), his recommendation as to the 
suitability or nonsuitability of any area with
in the Preserve for preservation as wilder
nes.c;. Designation of any such area as a. wil
derness a.rea. shall be accomplished in ac
cordance with such sections of the Wilder
ness Act. 

SEC. 7. RESTRICTED ACTIVITIES.-The Secre
tary shall permit hunting, fishing, and trap
ping on la.nds and waters under his jurisdic
tion within the Preserve in accordance with 
applicable Federal and State laws, except 
that he may designate zones where and es
tablish periods when no hunting, fishing, or 
trapping shall be permitted for reasons of 

public safety. administration, fish or .Wild· 
life management, or public use and enjoy· 
ment. Except in emergencies, any regulations 
promulgated under this section shall be 
placed in effect only after consultation with 
the appropriate fish and game agency of the 
State of South Carolina. 
. SEC. 8. AUTHORIZATION.-The Secretary Of 

the Treasury is directed to make payments 
from the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
(16 U.S.C. 460), which are available for Fed
eral purposes thereunder, such amounts as 
may be necessary for acquisition of lands, 
waters, and interests within the area desig
nated pursuant to section 3. The payments 
shall be made upon certification to him by 
the Secretary of the Interior of the agreed 
negotiated value of such lands, waters, an d 
interests. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 2387 

At the request of Mr. BAYH, the Sen· 
a tor from Iowa (Mr. CLARK), the Sen
ator from New Hampshire <Mr. DuRKIN) , 
the Senator from Colorado <Mr. GARY 
HART), the Senator from Colorado <Mr. 
HASKELL) , and the Senator from South 
Dakota <Mr. McGovERN) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2387, the Petroleum In
dustry Competition Act, as amended. 

s. 2925 

At the 1·equest of Mr. MusKIE, the Sen
ator from Ohio <Mr. TAFT) was added as 
a cosponsor of S. 2925, the Government 
Economy and Spending Reform Act of 
1976. 

s. 3165 

At the request of Mr. PELL, the Sena
tor from Hawaii <Mr. FONG) was added 
as a cosponsor of S. 3165, a bill to estab
lish a national marine science and tech
nology policy. 

s. 3182 

At the request of Mr. TAFT, the Sen
ator from Alabama <Mr. ALLEN) and the 
Senator from Florida <Mr. CHILES) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 3182, a bill to 
amend the Occupational Safety and 
Health Act of 1970. 

5.3359 

At the request of Mr. CHILES, the Sen
ator from Ohio (Mr. TAFT) was added as 
a cosponsor of S. 3359, to establish a 
Commission on Federal Aid Reform. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED FOR 
PRINTING 

LOBBYING DISCLOSURE ACT OF 
1976-S.2477 

AMENDMENT NO. 1704 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I am 
convinced that we can and should pro
vide for meaningful disclosure by inter
est groups which spend significant 
amounts for lobbying. 

But I am no less convinced that we 
can and should do so without massive 
Federal intrusion into the activities of 
every private organization in the coun-
try and without creating a new growth 
industry-of accountants. lawyers. bu
reaucrats, computer inputters and the 
like--to handle unnecessarily detailed or 
intricate reporting requirements. 

The amendment that I am now intro
ducing will replace a series of such re-
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quirements in the Lobbying Disclosure 
Act of 1976 <S. 2477). I refer, Mr. Presi
dent, specifically to two provisions in 
section 6 of this measure. 

First, as reported, subsection 6(c) (2) 
will require some-but not all-organiza
tions which engage in lobbying to iden
tify every paid ofllcer, director, or em
ployee who makes even a single telephone 
call or who chats briefly in the hallway 
with one Member of Congress or staff 
aide. 

Moreover, for each such officer or em
ployee, the organizations which are cov
ered will be required to describe each 
issue with respect to which their "oral" 
lobbying communications were made. 
And if any officer or employee deals with 
more than 10 issues, then the organiza
tion would be responsible for reporting 
the 10 issues which accounted for the 
g1·eatest proportion of the oral lobbying 
communications in which he or she en
gaged. 

Now the "10 most wanted" issue lists 
of the various Washington representa
tives may liven up the chit chat on the 
cocktail circuit here. 

Beyond that, however, such a require
ment will have little socially redeeming 
value. And its fulfillment obviously will 
be unduly burdensome for many orga
nizations and their employees. 

But the language of subsection 6 (c) (2) 
does not stop here. There is an escape 
batch, which is why I noted a moment 
ago that some, but by no means all, or
ganizations which lobby will have to meet 
this reporting requirement. 

The route to avoidance of identifying 
those who speak for an organization is 
found in a proviso of the subsection 
which excuses the naming of any officer, 
director, or employee which the sponsor
ing organization-or, presumably, any 
other organization-bas "solicited" to 
make a lobbying communication on its 
behalf. 

Under this proviso, for example, any 
vice president for public affairs only has 
to distribute a memo requesting or re
quiring lobbying communications by 25 
or more other officers or directors-or 
100 other employees- to cloak the ac
tivities of such spokesmen in anonymity. 
This escape hatch can be used either as 
the occasion warrants, when the issue in
volved is particularly sensitive or when 
the identity of the spokesmen could prove 
embarrassing, or on a routine basis for 
all of the organization's lobbying activi
ties. 

Obviously, only those organizations 
which are either unabl~because they 
do not have the requisite number of paid 
directors or employees-or are unwilling 
to employ this device will have to provide 
the identification and issue lists in their 
quarterly reports. 

Mr. President, the rationale for this 
bizarre requirement escapes me. 

I believe we can reasonably expect or
ganizations to describe each issue on 
which they have taken an active interest, 
and my amendment retains subsection 
6(c) (1) to accomplish this. Additionally, 
I believe we ought to know the names 
of the chief spokesmen of the various 
groups that engage in lobbying communi
cations. 

Thus, rather than simply stiriking sub
section 6(c) (2), my amendment will re
place the present language with a re
quirement limited to the identification of 
only those paid officers or employees 
who lobby on part or all of 5 days dur
ing the quarterly period. 

Mr. President, my amendment also 
eliminates a bewildering array of report
ing requirements pertaining to lobbying 
solicitation. T-o illustrate what actually is 
involved in these requirements-con
tained in subsection 6(d) of S. 2477-I 
have had prepared a portion of the re
port of a hypothetical, medium-sized 
trade association. 

Under the present language, such an 
organization-which already has crossed 
the threshold and become a lobbyist be
cause of other lobbying activities-will 
be required to report the following as 
the result of placing newspaper adver
tising on one issue; and I ask unanimous 
consent that the excerpt be printed 1n 
the REcoRD at this point. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
INFORMATION THAT WOULD BE REQUIRED BY 

SEC. 6(d) OF S. 2477 IN THE QUARTERLY RE
PORT OF A HYPOTHETICAL ORGANIZATION 
WHICH BECOMES A LOBBYIST UNDER SEC. 
3 (a) (2) 

ORGANIZATION-AMERICA.J."l ASSOCIATION OF 
WIDGET MANUFACTURERS (AAWM) 

SEc. 6 (d) (1) .-In favor of sec. 12 of H.R. 
6709 which establishes a tariff on widget im
ports. In favor of sec. 304 of S. 3101 providing 
for research funding for the production of 
energy consumption for widgets. Opposed to 
reorganiza-tion plan No. 34 of the President 
which removes regulation of widgets from 
the Department of Commerce and places it 
with the ICC. In favor or sec. 7 of H.R. 4320, 
providing for a tax reduction for the re
cycling of used Widgets. Opposed to sec. 23 
of H.R. 6709, providing for an import tar11f 
on zinc alloyed oxide. 

SEc. 6(d) (2) .-Newspaper advertisements 
were taken out for a campaign on one issue. 
The general membership is solicited to lobby 
on certain issues through our weekly news
letter, "Widget Manufacturing," through 
special matlings on selected issues and 
through our regional and national confer
ences and meetings. We requested other or
ganizations to solicit membership on cer
tain issues. 

SEc. 6(d) (3) .-Newspaper solicitations 
reached approximately 3,700,000 persons. All 
1,512 member firms have been solicited on 
issues by the AA WM; all four regional a1fill
ates have also been solicited, as well as 78 
officers, directors and employees of the 
AA WM; membership is located in 35 States; 
no State has received more than 10 percent 
of the total number of solicitations made. 

SEc. 6(d) (4) .-Newspaper advertising costs 
on one solicitation: 
Total direct expense ________________ 24, 060 

SEc. 6(d) (4) (B) .-Each regional associa
tion solicits all m.em.ber flrm.s within the as
sociation which total 1,512 companies: 

Eastern Association: 392 member firms; 
N.Y. 118, N.J. 82, Penn. 84, Delaware 6, Rhode 
Islan d 11, Mass. 59, Conn. 21, Md. 11; 

Midwestern Association: 424 member firms; 
m. 96, Ohio 84, Mich. 72, Ind. 18, Wis. 43, 
Minn. 67, Neb. 10, Kan. 23, Ia. 21; 

Southern Association: 331 member firms· 
Texas 81, La. 29, Ga. 36, Fla. 54, Va. 22, N.c: 
38, Ala. 31, Tenn. 21, Ky. 19; 

Western Association: 366 member firms· 
Calif. 129, Ore. 51, Wash. 68, Colo. 32, Mont'. 
9, Wyo. 11, Ariz. 41, N.M. 13, Ida.. 11. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, the ma
terial contained in this submission-the 
product of requirements contained in a 
single subsection, occupying a single 
page of S. 2477-is the stuff of which 
doctoral dissertations are made. No 
doubt, it will nourish a whole new com
plex of hungry computers, which even
tually can disgorge printouts that will 
be best sellers for those studying com
munication patte1ns in the governmental 
process. 

But, whatever the merits of such re
search, I do not see how we can justify 
placing the burden of reporting this 
data-and the cost of processing the 
blizzard of paper this requirement will 
generate-on private organizations 
throughout the Nation and, ultimately, 
the taxpayers as well. 

In short, the numbers game which 
must be played under provisions of para
graphs 2 through 4 of subsection 6 (d) 
should be called for lack of interest on 
the part of the general public. 

What I am proposing is to strike all of 
these paragraphs, and to substitute a 
requirement for a simple acknowledg
ment of each issue on which the lobbying 
organization engaged in solicitation. 

Mr. President, our experience with the 
Federal Election Campaign Act, another 
reform measure, should be instructive 
in developing meaningf~ reporting re
quirements for lobbying disclosure. 

What we require those who engage in 
lobbying to report should be unambigu
ous and readily understandable both to 
the organizations involved and to those 
who must enforce disclosure. 

We should limit reporting to the es
sentials, to the information we are cer
tain that Members of Congress and the 
people need to know in order to carry 
out their respective responsibilities as 
representatives and concerned citizens. 
We should avoid like the plague items 
that someone, somewhere thinks might 
be nice to know about someday. 

Otherwise, if we include unduly bur
densome and essentially irrelevant re
quirements such as those my amend
ment seeks to eliminate, we will only 
bury the hard facts of disclosure irre
trievably in a mountain of waste paper. 

I ask unanimous consent that my 
amendment be printed at this point in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 

AMENDMENT No. 1704 
On page 47, beginning with line 17, strike 

out all through page 48, line 6 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

.. (2) an identification of each officer, paid 
director, or paid employee who engaged in 
lobbying communications on any part of 
each of five days during the quarterly re
porting period; and". 

On page 49, line 1, beginning with "The" 
strike out all through "issues' on line 4, 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"The report shall also contain a statement 
or each issue with respect to which the 
lobbyist engaged in lobbying solicitation dur
ing the period, either directly or through a 
legislative agent,". 

On page 49, beginning with "employees" 
strike out all through affiliates-"on lin 10, 
and insert in lieu thereof the following 
"employees, of the lobbyist; or twelve or 
more affiliates.". 
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On page 49, beginning with llne 11, strike 

out all through page 50, line 23. 

ANTITRUST IMPROVEMENTS ACT
H.R. 8532 

AMENDl\U:NT NO. 1705 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. BUCKLEY submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
Amendment No. 1701, proposed to the bill 
<H.R. 8532) to amend the Clayton Act 
to permit State attorneys general to 
bring certain antitrust actions, and for 
other purposes. 

FEDERAL PROGRAM INFORMATION 
ACT-S. 3281 

AMENDMENT NO. 1706 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I am today 
introducing an amendment to S. 3281, 
the Federal Program Information Act, 
directing that the legislation be imple
mented by the General Services Admin
istration, as opposed to leaving the Pres
ident total discretion as to whe1·e and 
how this legislation is to be executed. 

The Federal Program Information Act 
is an important initiative toward bring
ing Government closer to the people. The 
Federal Government presently appro
priates some $60 billion each year for 
over 1,000 Federal grant-in-aid programs 
for the States, localities, and individuals. 
Yet because of the sheer complexity of 
these programs, their differing require
ments, procedures, and organizational 
structw·es, many potential recipients are 
left ignorant or confused about the fact 
that money is available to t...'lem at all, or 
how to go about obtaining it. As a re
sult, the intention of Congress to benefit 
certain governments and individuals is 
thwarted, and the acquisition of Federal 
grant money is determined too fre
quently more on the basis of gamesman
ship or "grantsmanship" than true need. 

The Federal Program Information Act, 
by applying modern computer data proc
essing technology to the Federal grant
in-aid programs, will help disseminate 
basic, necessary information to poten
tial beneficiaries in a clear and under
standable form. 

For these reasons, I fully support this 
important legislation. 

The one problem I find with S. 3281 as 
drafted is a mechanical one regarding 
the manner in which the new Federal 
Program Information Center is to be 
established. The legislation presently 
leaves total discretion to the President 
to establish this center wherever he 
wants in whatever form he wants. I be
lieve it is incumbent upon the Congress, 
in creating new programs of thi.:; im
portance, to at least determine where 
within the organizational structure of 
the executive branch the new program 
should be placed. As we all know, the 
ways of bureaucracy are such that a pro
gram misplaced may very well be a pro
gram doomed to failure. 

I have examined a number of alterna
tive suggestions as to where the new 
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center would best be located within the 
executive branch. I have concluded the 
most conducive spot would be within the 
General Services Administration. 

The new Program Information Center 
is intended to provide a Government
wide service, collecting information on 
grant programs in all departments and 
agencies of the executive branch. As 
such, if it is to succeed, I believe this new 
center must be attached to an agency 
with Government-wide responsibilities. 
Otherwise, it will be destined to face 
unnecessary bureaucratic roadblocks 
and other such hurdles. 

I have examined two such Govern
ment-wide entities, the Office of Man
agement and Budget and the General 
Services Administration, as potential 
homes for the new Federal Program In
formation Center. Between the two, GSA 
displayed a much greater capacity to 
handle such a program. 

GSA is an operational unit of the 
executive branch, while OMB is a policy 
Wlit. As such, GSA is more experienced 
and institutionally suited to actually im
plement a complex program of the sort 
envisioned here. 

More importantly, GSA has already 
established a series of 37 Federal In
formation Centers across the country 
where people can call in and obtain 
basic information concerning Govern
ment programs and offices. Placing the 
new Center in GSA would therefore com
plement an existing structure, rather 
th:m requiring the creation of a totally 
new one. 

VI..y amendment w:: simply direct the 
President to establish the new Federal 
Program Information Center within the 
General Services Administration. It 
makes no other alterations of any kind 
in the legislation. It is my understanding 
that this amendment is consistent with 
the positions of the OMB, GSA and the 
Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of my amendment be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 1706 
On page 1, line 7, insert the following: 

After "establish" insert "within the Gen
eral Services Administration". 

NOTICE OF HEARING 
Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, on 

behalf of the Committee on the Judi
ciary, I desire to give notice that a public 
hearing has been scheduled for Friday, 
June 4, 1976, at 9:30 a.m., in room 2228, 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, on the 
following nomination: 

John P. Crowley, of Dllnois, to be U.S. 
District Judge for the northern district of 
!lllinois, vice Richard B. Austin, retired. 

Any persons desiring to offer testi
mony in regard to this nomination, shall, 
not later than 24 hours prior to such 
hearing, file in writing with the commit
tee a request to be heard and a state
ment of their proposed testimony. 

The subcommittee will consist of the 
Senator from Arkansas <Mr. McCLEL-

LAN) ; the Senator from Nebraska <Mr. 
HRusKA) and myself as chairman. 

HEARING ANNOUNCED ON NURSING 
HOME FIRES 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I wish to 
announce joint hearings by my Sub
committee on Long-Term Care of the 
Senate Committee on Aging and the 
Subcommittee on Health and Long-Term 
Care of the House Select Committee on 
Aging, chaired by Congressman CLAUDE 
PEPPER Of Florida. 

The hearings will be held on June 3 
in room 318-the Senate Caucus Room
of the Russell Senate Office Building, at 
9:30a.m. 

Witnesses will include representatives 
of the U.S. General Accounting Office, 
the National Fire Protection Association 
and officials responsible for investigating 
the recent and tragic nursing home fires 
which occurred in Chicago a few weeks 
ago. We hope to explore the significant 
Federal issues involved and to ascertain 
if there is a need for the enactment of 
new legislation to protect the one million 
Americans who reside in nursing homes. 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF SEMINAR 
ABOUT ALASKAN NATIVES 

Mr. METCALF. The American Indian 
Policy Review Cmnmission will hold the 
13th in its series of congressional 
seminars on Monday, June 7, from 10 
a.m. until 12:30 p.m. in the Rayburn 
House Office Building, room B-308. 

This seminar will feature a panel dis
cussion about Alaskan Natives. For fur
ther information contact Grace Thorpe. 
225-1284. 

CANCELLA.TION OF HEARINGS 
Mr. METCALF. Hearings on Indian 

economic development, preViously sched
uled to be held by the American Indian 
Policy Review Commission on May 29 
and 30 outside Phoenix, Ariz., have been 
cancelled by Commission Chairman Sen
ator JAMES ABOUREZK. 

Despite the cancellation of the formal 
hearings, anyone wishing to submit writ
ten testimony to the Commission may do 
so. 

Testimony should be sent to the Ameri
can Indian Policy Review Commission, 
HOB Annex No. 2, Second and D Streets 
SW., Washington, D.C., 20515. 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS 
Mr. METCALF. The American Indian 

Policy Review Commission, Task Forces 
No. 2, and No. 4 on Tribal Government, 
and Federal, State and Tribal Jurisdic
tion, announces public hearings to be 
held June 2 and 3, 1976, from 9:30 a.m. 
to 5:30 p.m. at the Phoenix Indian 
School, Phoenix, Ariz., for Arizona and 
New Mexico Indian tribes. 

For further information contact Paul 
Alexander at 202-225-2235, 2984 or 2979 
or write the American Indian Policy Re
view Commission, HOB Annex No. 2, 
Second and D Streets sw., Washington, 
D.C. 20515; or Judge William R. Rhodes 
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of the Gila River Indian Community -at 
Sacaton, Ariz., at 602-276-1857. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

OSHA INSULTS THE FARMERS AND 
WASTES THEm MCNEY 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, see the 
Senator rise. See the Senator make a 
speech. A speech is a group of words put 
together to make a point. Beware of 
speeches. They can trip you up. You 
should post signs when speeches are to 
be made. 

You probably think I have taken leave 
of my senses. Or you are offended by the 
childish tone of my opening remarks. I 
hope you are offended, because that is 
my reaction to a Government pamphlet 
entitled, "Safety With Beef Cattle.'' 

The pamphlet was issued this year by 
the Occupational Safety and Health Ad
ministration which, in its infinite wis
dom, is issuing booklets in lay language 
for various industries to explain its reg
ulations, because up until now, nothing 
of an explanatory nature has been avail
able. All OSHA has been coming up with 
are fines and citations. 

Now we have booklets. And what fine 
pieces of literature they are! 

I have in my office about 30 of these 
booklets put out at Government expense 
by OSHA and the Department of Labor. 
These publications account for some of 
the outrageous cost of OSHA to tax
payers. OSHA spent $293.3 million be
tween April 1971 and July 1975, and by 
some estimates, will spend as much as 
$116 million this fiscal year. 

As far as these pamphlets go, the pub
lic is being fleeced. 

Some of the pamphlets are informa
tive and well-written. Many of them 
make honest attempts to explain the reg
ulations pertaining to specific industries 
in language compatible with the techni
cal language of the industry. 

So you can imagine my outrage when 
I realized that only for farmers, only for 
the food producers of America, is the 
language used by OSHA so childish, so 
trite, and so incredibly arrogant and in
sulting that it nearly leaves me speech
less. 

In the pamphlets for other industries, 
the language is comparable to the lan
guage of the industry, and the type of 
print is average. It is the basic size of 
printing you find in most books and 
publications. 

Then we see the booklet for cattle 
producers called "Safety With Beef 
Cattle." The print is huge, the type used 
in Dick and Jane books for first-graders. 

And the way the book is written is de
meaning. 

"Be careful around the farm .... Hazards 
are one of the main causes of accidents. A 
hazard is anything that is dangerou . 

And it goes on in this supercilious tone 
addressing men who have been farmers 
and feeders all of their lives, many of 
them with college degrees in agricultural 
science. 

Does OSHA think these people cannot 
t·ead? 

Put away tools, equipment and feed when 
not using them .... When floors are wet and 
slippery with manure, you could have a bad 
fall .... If your ladder is broken, do not 
climb it. 

I am so thankful someone put this 
into writing, to save our Nation's farm
ers from further humiliating pratfalls. 

Everyone at OSHA must still think of 
farmers as "hicks." As an article this 
week in U.S. News & World Report 
states: 

. . . the "hick" of yesterday is today the 
most potent force in the entire U.S. econ
omy-producing more, buying more, expot·t
ing more goods by far than any other busi
ness in the country. 

And yet OSHA tells farmers: "Wear 
clothes that fit right." And to cattle 
feeders dealing in one of the biggest in
dustries in the country, OSHA says: 

Be careful when you are handling animals. 
Tired or frightened cattle can bolt and 
trample you. Be patient, talk softly around 
the cows. Don't move fast or be loud around 
them. If they are upset, don't go into the 
pen with them. 

According to U.S. News & World 
Report: 

Total sales of agricultural products abroad 
this year will bring in an estimated 22 bil
lion dollars-far and away the largest single 
source of U.S. sales abroad. Chemical ex
ports last year were a di<;tant second at 
9 billion. 

OSHA does not talk down to chemists, 
but here is what it says to farmers: 

Many people trip over animals and fall. 
You can get too tired when working with 
cattle. Til'ed people make mistakes and can 
be hurt. 

Productivity on family farms outstrips 
that of every other industry in the coun
try. Each farmer feeds himself and 48 
other people. It takes intelligence, hard 
work, and stamina to run a farm, obvi
ously, more than it takes to write 
pamphlets for OSHA. 

I am outraged at the demeaning tone 
of the instructions to farmers. I am in
sulted as a taxpayer that we are paying 
for these insults. 

I understand the pamphlet was pre
pared by Wayne L. Singleton, extension 
animal scientist, beef, Purdue Univer
sity; Kenneth M. Weinland, extension 
veterinarian, Purdue University; and 
Gay L. White, information specialist, 
Purdue University. They worked under 
contract with the U.S. Department of 
Labor in cooperation with the U.S. De
partment of Agriculture. 

I hope when they did their research 
they did not, and I quote, "* * • fall 
into manure pits. These pits are very 
dangerous." 

COMPUTER PROBLEMS 

Mr. RffiiCOFF. Mr. President, the 
staff of the Senat-e Government Opera
tions Committee is conducting a prelim-
inary staff investigation into problems 
associated with computer technology in 
Federal programs, particularly in the 
areas of computer-related crimes, com
puter security and automated decisio.n
making computers which once pro-

gramed operate without human super
vision. 

This preliminary staff inquiry is based 
on thl'ee reports issued recently by the 
General Accounting Office. The reports 
are "Managers Need To Provide Better 
Protection for Federal Automatic Data 
Processing Facilities," dated May 10, 
1976, number FGMSD-76-40; "Com
puter-Related Crimes In Federal Pro
grams," dated April 27, 1976, numbered 
FGMSD-76-27; and "Improvements 
Needed In Managing Automated Deci
sionmaking By Computers Throughout 
the Federal Government," dated April 
23, 1976, numbered FGMSD-76-5. 

Each of these reports is thorough, ob
jective a.nd perceptive, pointing to prob
lems in Federal computer programs 
which are deserving of additio.nal eval
uation by the Congress. 

As chairman of the Government Oper
ations Committee, I announced the pre
liminary staff inquiry in Senate remarks 
May 10, 1976. In those remarks, I was 
especially concerned about the secmity 
aspects of computer technology. 

On Tuesday, May 11, 1976, the day 
after the announcement of the prelim
inary staff inquiry, two bomb blasts 
rocked the Augusta, Maine, headquarters 
of the Central Maine Power Co., leaving 
sections of the $5 million computerized 
facility in shambles. 

The Bangor Daily News of May 12, 
1976, reported on this occurrence on page 
one. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that this article be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
Two BLASTs RocK CMP HEADQUARTERs-NoNE 

HURl' IN AUGUSTA, OPERATIONS CONTINUING 
(By JohnS. Day) 

AUG1JSI'A.-Two bomb blasts rocked the 
Augusta headquarters of central Maine 
Power Co. Tuesday afternoon leaving sections 
of the $5 million computerized facility in 
shambles. 

Several hundred employes of the utility 
company were evacuated minutes before the 
bombs exploded following two warning tele
phone calls from an unidentified party indi
cating that the blasts would occur. 

Authorities said it was a miracle that no
body was injured in the two explosions, one 
of which occurred in a first-floor boiler room 
and the other in an office section containing 
engineering records on the third floor. 

Similar bomb warnings were made to the 
Kennebec Journal newspaper office in Au
gusta, but a search of that building turned 
up no explosives. 

The CMP bombing occt1rred as executives 
of the utility were pleading their case for a 
$20 million rate increase before the Maine 
Public Utilities Commission in another sec
tion of the city, 

A task force of 17 FBI agents was en rout-a 
to AugtL<>ta from Boston to inve ·tigate the 
bo1Ubing, which local authorities described 
a. being the fir ·t incident of uch a nature 
in recent Maine history. Within a year or 
two, a small bomb explosion occurred in an 
Aroostook high school. Damage was minor. 

John Kenoyer, an FBI special agent based 
iu Augusta, told reporters that the1·e was no 
indication in the two warning calls received 
by the CMP switchboard between 3:15 and 
3:25 p.m., as to a motive for the bombing. 

He said that authorit ie have no suspects 
for the present. 
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Local pollee, however, were going door to 

door in the houses located 1n the Edison 
Drive residential development located near 
the CMP building asking persons to give 
them information about a young man on a 
motorcycle seen 1n the area shortly before 
the explosions. 

Pollee described the man as being about 
25, short, and with long blondish hair. 

Kenoyer said that authorities will not 
know what type of bomb was used untU a 
crew of lab ora tory technicians has a. chance 
to sift through fragments and debris in the 
two damaged areas. 

There was no estimate of the loss, but 
CMP officials stressed that the building's two 
vital sections housing a $2 million com
puter system and electronic switching equip
ment governing the flow of power to the 
New England power pool were not damaged. 

Company officials announced that only 
supervisory employes of the utility w1ll be 
asked to report !or work on Wednesday in 
order to permit law enforcement agencies 
to con~entrate on the investigation. 

The electrical switching room is in a 
bomb-proof shelter and is one of four satel
lite control rooms governing the flow of 
power to all of New England's electrical com
panies. 

Employes dJrectly involved with that oper
ation remained 1n the building throughout 
the bomb incident. 

The most vlslble dam.a.ge occurred in the 
new wing of the 12-year-old utlllty head
quarters, a four-story addition that was 
opened only last April. 

One of the two bombs was placed in the 
engineering section on the :first floor of that 
building. The explosion tore open metal flllng 
cabinets, hurling fragments of steel SO or 40 
feet across the room. 

One wa.ll section in the large open office 
section was demollshed. The celling and of
flee furniture within a 50-foot radius near 
the wall also were heavily damaged. 

The force of the explOSion hurled a book 
of records into the celling near the center 
of the bomb crater, impaling it on a llght 
:fixture. 

Another bomb was planted in the older 
section of the building near an air circula
tion machine in the boiler room. 

The basement bomb caused less widespread 
damage, but appeared to have destroyed the 
heat exchange machine. 

Peter Thompson, director of public rela
tions for CMP, doubted that any vital records 
were destroyed in the engineering section 
explosion. 

Thompson said that there had been no 
earlier bomb threats to the utllity company. 

Authorities were puzzled about one factor 
involving the incident. How could the per
son or persons gain entrance into the CMP 
building to plant the bombs. 

The entire headquarters is considered to 
be a "limited access" faeillty, with private 
security guards posted at the entrance to 
the building to stop unauthorized persons 
from going inside without authorization. 

Company employes are required to carry 
identl:flcation cards. Nonemployes have to 
sign in with the office guards, who remain 
on duty 24 hours a day. 

The person or persons who planted the 
bomb had to have nearly free access inside 
the bUilding. 

The boiler room where the :first bomb ex
ploded 1s located in the basement of one 
wing of the headquarters complex; the en
gineering section, where the second went 
off, is on the third floor of the newest wing. 

A total of 400 CMP employes work out of 
the building, but from 100 to 200 of them 
were in the :field at the time of the explosions. 

Both bombs went off nearly simulta
neously. 

CMP President Erwin Thurlow was in the 
lobby of the new wing, which also received 

damage from the shock wave, when the :first 
bomb exploded and had only a few seconds 
to get out of the structure before the more 
powerful second blast went of!. 

Witnesses indicated that the second blast 
caused windows to bend by nearly 6 inches. 

Authorities from the FBI, State Police, 
Treasury Department, Augusta Pollee, and 
Augusta Fire Department were callt.d to the 
scene almost immediately. 

The entire building was sealed off to both 
employes and the publlc Tuesday evening. 
Company officials permitted news reporters 
to make a quick 5-minute inspection tour 
of the damaged areas. 

FBI Agent Kenoyer said it was a "miracle" 
that nobody was injured in the blasts. 

"It was real lucky that the company took 
this threat seriously and evacuated the build
ing. I! there had been people stlll in there, 
a lot of them would have been hurt,•• he 
told reporters. 

Kenoyer said that Tuesday's bombing of 
C!4P proves that Maine is "not immune" 
!rom acts of violence such as bombing that 
occur on a regular basis in other areas of 
the country. 

Mr. RmiCOFF. Mr. President, the 
Kennebec Journal of May 12, 1976, car
ried three articles on the Central Maine 
Power Co. occurrence. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that these ar
ticles be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection the articles 
were ordered to be printed 1n the 
RECORD, as follows: 

LE"rrEB CLAIMS BOMB RESPONSXBILr.rY 

A letter cl.a.1m1ng responsibility tor Tues
day's bombing of the Central Maine Power 
Co. headquarters was found early this morn
ing in the lobby of the Kennebec Journal. 

The letter referred to the current hea.rings 
on & CMP request for rate increases, con
tained a long and deta.Ued attack on CMP 
as the enemy of poor people, and listed a 
series of demands and a threat against the 
power company. 

The letter began: 
"Today, May 11th, we the Fred Hampton 

Unit of the People's (sic) Forces claim full 
responsib111ty for the booming (sic) of the 
main office's (sic) of the Central Maine 
Pow.er Co. 1n opposition to CMP's explotta.
tion of the people of Maine, and thier (sic) 
attempt to extort 20 mllllon dollars from 
the people by way of rate increase's (sic). 

"We are forced to resort to extreme meth
ods of action against CMP's utmty monop
oly, 'and we justify this method ••. for sev
eral reasons." 

As reasons, the letter accused CMP of ex
ploitation of home owners, tenants, elderly, 
welfare recipients and other pool' people, 
and its "control" over the political and 
Judicial system. 

Among its demands, the letter listed "dis
missal" of the rate increase for the people 
it said it represented; a.n end to expansion 
of nuclear power and research into alterna
tive energy sources; and full disclosure of 
CMP expenditures. 

It also said CMP workers are entitled to a 
33 per cent discount on the basic charge of 
electricity, claiming that CMP workers use 
more than twice as much power 'aS the aver
age consumer. 

The letter said: 
"We will give CMP a reasonable amount 

of time to meet our listed demands. If such 
demands are not met we will sustain our 
attack on CMP until the demands are met." 

The letter was found by & custodian at 
12:45 a.m. Wednesday 1n the KJ front 
lobby. The dOOI'S to the lobby were locked 
at 4:30p.m. Tuesday. The KJ received two 
bomb threat telephone calls between S: 15 
and 3:30 Tuesday, just before two bombs 
exploded at CMP headquarters. 

The text of the letter is In the following 
article. 

LETTER ON BoMB-"WE Ct.AXM 
R!:sPONSIBn.ITT'' 

Today, May 11th, we the Fred Hampton 
Unit of the Peoples Force's claim full respon
sibllity for the bombing of the main offices of 
Central Maine Power Co. 1n opposition to 
CMP's exploitation of the people of Maine, 
and their attempt to extort 20 m1lllon dol
lars from the people by way of rate increases. 

We are forced to resort to extreme methods 
of action against CMP's utllity monopoly, 
and we justify this method of action against 
the monopoly for several reasons: 

CMP has exploited home owners, tenants, 
elderly, welfare-recipients, low income and 
poor people for many years to the point 
where poor people will not be able to pay 
for the proposed increase unless we take it 
out of necessary survival money. Money for 
food, medical care, rent etc. Otherwise we 
will be forced to go back to burning coal or 
wood. Many people have already been forced 
to do so by the present rates. 

In light of the control CMP monopoly has 
over the polltlca.l and judlclal system, it 1s 
quite evident that social justice, welfare for 
low income and working people can't be won 
through the existing political-legal frame
work. 

In August of 1971 CMP asked !or $11,481,-
218 rate increase and was granted $7,427,000. 
That was a 9.7% increase. 

In July of 1974, CMP asked for $12,452,000 
rate increase and was granted $9,733,68. That 
was a 7.9% increase. 

This year CMP origlnally had :filed for a 
record $21,700,00 rate increase. They later 
reduced that amount to $20 mlll1on. The 
slight drop was apparently because of im
proved market conditions for stock issuances. 
This rate proposal would result in a 20.9 % 
increase to those using 200 kilowatt hours a 
month. The rate increase would add about 
$3.30 to the monthly blli of a home owner 
using 500 kllowatt hours of electricity or 
monthly increase of 17%. CMP's proposed 
rate would mean an average increase of 17% 
for home owners and low-income tenants and 
12.2% for industrial and commercial users. 
Homeowners and low-income people are not 
increasing the energy demands on CMP, but 
rather the industrial customers are CMP tries 
to put the burden of 17% increase on resi
dential home owners, low income, and poor 
people once again. 

CMP has stated there were "no social con
siderations in the rate proposal". 

Erwin W. Thurlow, CMP's president has 
maintained that the "utWty 1s not in the 
welfare business and that revenue loss would 
have to be charged to other customers. 

CMP officials blame the proposed increase 
on inflation increase demand for electricity. 
Let them charge the industrial customers. 

CMP currently controls a 10,000 sq. mile 
area containing more than two thirds of 
Maine's industry, the largest utWty 1n Maine, 
CMP, wholesales electric energy to the Car
rabasset Light and Power Co., Kennebunk 
Light and Power District, Madison Electric 
Works, Rangeley Power Co. and SqUirrel Is
land Village Corp. 

CMP also spent $10 million for research 
for a proposed plant at Sears Island when it's 
questionable whether the plant will ever be 
built. C:MP's premise of nuclear energy is 
that its cheap. With CMP using nuclear 
power for 50 % of its electrical generation 
and utility rates have still gone up. 

CMP strongly opposed the Life Line pric
ing, a system which charges residential home 
owners and low-income tenants for the basic 
level of power needed to run a home. The 
mentality and seheme of the CMP leeches is 
very clear while people consume far less than 
industrial users. But the home owners and 
low-income tenants still pay more. In essence 
by conserving energy we are exploited. 
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CMP workers are entitled to a 33 % dis

count on the basic charge of electricity, not 
including charges passed on for !uel pur
chases. The average use of electricity by 
CMP workers was 1,423 kilowatt hours per 
person. This is compared to the customers 
average of 654 kilowatt hours. 

CMP has also refused to disclose informa
tion and expenditures to the public such as 
legal and research costs, its membership in 
the Cumberland Club, solar energy, lobbying 
expenses for rate making purposes, and 
spending on advertising public relations. 
CMP has stated in answer to disclosure of 
information, "none of the public's business". 

We demand a dismissal of the rate increase 
for all residential home owners and tenants 
of low income, all welfare recipients, the 
elderly, unemployed and poor people. This 
can be accomplished by implementing the 
Life Line pricing plan: zero rate increase for 
the first 800 kilowatts that are needed to run 
a home including electrical homes. 

We demand a stop to any further expan
sion of nuclear power in the state, and an 
equal amount of research put into solar en
ergy, hydroelectric and other energy sources. 

We demand that CMP disclose all informa
tion, expenditures, and a full disclosure of 
where the profits are going such as: legal 
research costs, its membership in the Cum
berland Club, lobbying expenses for rate mak
ing purposes, spending on advertising public 
relations, rate return stock and bond holders, 
energy conservation, and CMP's executive ex
pense accounts. 

We will give CMP a reasonable amount of 
time to meet our listed demands. If such 
demands are not met we will sustain our 
attack on CMP until the demands are met. 

We call upon all home owners, tenants, low 
income and poor people to join the fight 
against CMP. It is time to stop this giant 
ruthless wolf from exploiting a.nd preying 
on the people as tho we are a bunch of sub
missive sheep. 

We the Fred Hampton Unit of the Peoples 
Forces are dedicated to fight imperialism/ 
capitalism, racism, sexism and the fascist 
judicial/prison system. 

The struggle must be fought on all levels, 
and different fronts 

We must Join together. 
FRED HAMProN UNIT, PEOPLES FORCES. 

BOMBS BLAST CMP Bun.DING 
(By Jack Bell) 

Two bombs exploding within seconds of 
each other ripped apart an office section and 
maintenance area of the Central Maine Power 
Co. headquarters Tuesday afternoon. 

The explosions severely damaged the engi
neering offices on the third floor of the re
cently completed wing of the building and 
destroyed a huge air conditioning component 
on the ground floor maintenance room. 

No damage estimate was available Tuesday. 
The computers which regulate power out

put to much of the state and serve as part 
of the New England electrical power sharing 
system were not damaged. Personnel in the 
bomb shelter which houses the master con
trols locked themselves in immediately after 
the explosion. 

Two bomb warnings were telephoned to 
the CMP switchboard, the first about 20 
minutes before - the 3:30 p.m. explosions. 
Some of the 450 -employes were still in the 
building when the bombs exploded, but all 
of them escaped injury. 

The bomb 1n the maintenance area ex
ploded first, destroying the cooling com
ponents, dama.gl.ng walls and shattering 
windows. 

Augusta Det. Capt. Robert Welsh said the 
bombs exploded shortly after the police and 
firefighters arrived. The maintenance room 
explosion occurred just before one of the 
flremen opened the door. 

"If he had been there a few minutes ·eai·lier 
he would have been wiped out," Welsh said . 
He did not know the fireman's name. 

One employe said he began to flee the 
building and took only three steps before 
the second blast occurred in the other sec
tion of the build·ing. 

The bomb in the office section blew apart 
file cabinets, collapsed part of the ceiling 
and sent pieces of twisted metal more than 
30 feet. Light fixtures were dangling and 
pieces of furniture and metal were strewn 
in all directions. 

The blast apparently came fl'Om an area 
of desks and file cabinets near an interior 
wall. 

FBI special agent John Kenoyer said he 
could not explain how the bombs were 
planted, since both areas are 1·estricted to 
the general public. 

A private security firm wa-s hired by CMP 
a short time ago, but officials said only one 
man has been on duty per shift. More se
curity personnel were added last night. 

CMP spokesman Peter Thompson said the 
public does business at the general office, 
but officials said persons are required to sign 
their names when they enter the building. 

The FBI is coordinating the investigation 
under the federal sabotage laws, but is work
with Augusta and state police. Another 1'7 
FBI agents are expected today. 

Kenoyer said the explosive devices were 
probably sophisticated, but he added they 
were not placed in areas crucial to CMP 
operations. It was not immediately known 
what type of explosive was used. No group 
had claimed responsibillty for the bombing 
as of late Tuesday night. 

Authorities said the caller only w1uned 
that explosions would take place in the 
building within 20 minutes and gave no 
motive for the action. 

CMP officials said they see no connection 
between the incident and the current CMP 
request for a $20 million rate hike. That 
hearing at the Civic Center hastily was ad
journed when news of the bombing arrived. 

Police asked nearby residents if they had 
seen a short man with long hair riding a 
motorbike in the area, but Kenoyer said 
later they are no suspects yet. 

One employe said there was no panic 
among the workers when word of the bomb 
warning was passed, saying people walked 
"calmly but quickly" out the nearest exit. 

"If they hadn't evacuated quickly, we 
would have had some real problems." 
Thompson said "We were quite lucky." 

Kenoyer also said it was fortunate the 
company did not take the first of the two 
telephone warnings as a jest. 

Authorities sealed off the building imme
diately after it was evacuated and the em
ployes, including the executives, could not 
retrieve their belongings for several hours. 

Many workers returned to the scene sev
eral hours later to get house and car keys. 
One worker was delegated to get most of 
the pocketbooks and coats. 

A number of employes were in the main
tenance area when the first blast occurred. 

One worker, who asked not to be identi
fied, said he told a coworker of the threat 
and the man expressed strong skepticism. 

"About two seconds later the thing blew," 
he said. "I never so scared in my life. I'm 
still shaking." 

He said glass from interior windows was 
fiying around and he heard the second ex
plosion as he was fieeing the building. 

Walter Black of Manchester said he was 
told of the threat and began leaving the 
maintenance area seconds before the bomb 
went off. 

"There was a lot of dirt and dust :flying 
around," he said. "I was a little nervous." 

One maintenance man, Richard Brann, 
said he was about to go into the first bla-st 
area to replace a tool when he was distracted 
for a moment. Seonds later, the explosion 
occurred. 

He said the vent on t he outside of t he 
building bowed out and belched walls of 
brown smoke. "Then I got out of there." 

CMP President Elwin Thurlow was in the 
lobby just below the blasted office area., when 
the lower level bomb exploded. He also 
make a hasty exit. 

The Kennebec Journal received two tele
phone calls about a bomb at about the same 
time CMP received its warning. The first 
call was interrupted, and the second mes
sage informed the newspaper that it had 
had its warning. 

The caller did not say specifically that the 
KJ offices would be bombed. 

Only CMP supervisory and maintenance 
workers will report to the general offices 
today. Other employes will not return until 
notified by the company. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the 
Kennebec Journal carried two articles 
on the Central Maine Power Co. bomb 
blasts in its May 13, 1976 issue. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that these 
articles be printed in the RECORD at this 
poir~t. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Kennebec (Me.) Journal, 
May 13, 1976] 

FBI EXPECTS "DRUDGERY" IN CMP CASE 
(By Jack Bell) 

The FBI said Wednesday it expects "a lot 
of drudgery and testEony" before investi
gators turn up any solid leads to the bomb
ing of the Central Maine Power Co. head
quarters Tuesday. 

Special agent-in-charge Richard F. Bates 
said he has never heard of the organization 
that has claimed responslb11ity for the blasts 
that destroyed an engineering section and 
maintenance area of the CMP building. 

The "Fred Hampton Unit of the Peoples 
Forces" said in letters to the Kennebec 
Journal and United Press International that 
1 t engineered the explosions to protest what 
it called CMP's exploitation of homeowners 
and the poor. 

Fred Hampton was a Black Panther Party 
leader who was slain in a Chicago police 
raid in 1969. 

The letter contained threats of continued 
terrorist action if CMP does not agree to 
withdraw its rate hike requests for home
owners and the poor and elderly, halt nuclear 
power expansion and make full financial dis
closure. 

CMP President Elwin Thurlow said he was 
"very upset" by the demands in the letter, 
but added that the rate hike hearings will 
continue. 

He said the company is taking the threats 
"very seriously" and has beefed up security 
at the headquarters building. Thurlow added 
security measures are also being reviewed 
at other CMP installations. 

The Maine Yankee nuclear power plant in 
Wiscasset has continuous tight security, he 
said . 

The lett ers received by the KJ and UP! 
contained detailed information about previ
ous CMP rate llike requests, financial in
format ion and property the company con
trols_ 

Thurlow said the information is contained 
in statements the company filed with the 
Public Utilities Commission prior to the 
hearings and is available for public inspec
tion. He said some of the information in the 
lett er quoted the file material exactly. 

A handwl'itten letter contal.nlng the same 
information received by the two news agen
cies was found by authorities inside the CMP 
building Tuesday. 

An investigator said the name of the 
organizat ion claiming responsibility was left 
om; of t hat letter. 

An Associated Press dispatch reported that 
represent atives of fringe political groups in 
Maine said they are not famillar with the 
group that claimed credit for the bombing, 
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saying they know of no group that advocates 
violence. 

Black Panther members are said to be on 
some college campuses but apparently are 
not involved in the CMP bomb plot. 

Bates said the type of explosives used in 
the two blasts has not been determined, but 
added the bombs were sophisticated in the 
sense that they were equipped with timing 
mechanisms. He said more than one person 
could be involved in the bomb plot. 

The two blasts caused considerable dam
age but did not affect the master control 
room. That room is housed in a bomb shelter 
and contains equipment that regulates power 
output for much of the state. 

Vital electrical systems for the state and 
the New England power sharing system were 
not interrupted. 

No damage estimate on the building was 
released Wednesday by CMP officials. 

Det. Capt. Robert Welsh said a Belfast 
man called Augusta police headquarters 
early Wednesday morning and said he was 
responsible for the bombs. Welsh went to 
Belfast and located the man, who was in
toxicated. 

"He admitted he called me, and said he 
did it for the glory," Welsh said. The matter 
has been turned over to the District Attorney. 

[FTom the Kennebec (Me.) Journal, May 13, 
1976] 

KJ .JETS THREAT, WARNING OF BOMB 
One bomb threat and a followup warning 

were telephoned to the Kennebec Journal 
just minutes before Tuesday's explosions at 
the Central Maine Power Co. computer cen
ter. 

The calls to CMP and the KJ were made 
one after the other, so it was assumed they 
were made by the same person. 

The first call to the KJ came at 3:15 p.m. 
"This is the Fred Hampton Unit--got that? 

There is a bomb set to go off in the Kenne
bec --- today." Switchboard operator 
Cathy Lovejoy said it was an angry, man's 
voice. She estimated he was in his 20s to 
30s-"possibly older." 

The second call came shortly after 3:20 
p.m. and was taken by Gerry Goranson. She 
reported the following conversation. 

"Good afternoon. Kennebec Journal." 
"Have you found it?" 
"Found what? This is the Kennebec Jour

nal." 
"Your time is running out." 
Goranson said the caller, who had an an

gry tone of voice and sounded like an adult 
male, then hung up. 

One or two minutes later, KJ personnel 
heard explosions in the distance. 

At that point, police and fire units asked 
that the KJ plant be evacuated. About 40 
minutes later, after no bomb had been found, 
permission was given to return to work, but 
many employes were released from work. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, Com
puterworld is a weekly newspaper located 
in Newton, Mass., which reports on news 
affecting computer-related industries. 
The Computerwo1·ld edition of May 24, 
1976, devoted four articles to problems 
associated with computer technology in 
Federal programs. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that these four arti
cles be printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, t..~e articles 
were ordered t'O be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From Computerworld, May 24, 1976] 
SABOTAGE, FIRE AMONG THREATS-FEDERAL 

SYSTEMS UNDULY VULNERABLE: GAO 
(By E. Drake Lundell Jr.) 

WASHINGTON, D.C.-"Many federal data 
processing assets and much valuable data are 
not protected properly" from threats of sa.b-

otage, theft, fire and flood, according to a 
recent General Accounting Office (GAO) 
report. 

The report showed the 9,000 computers in 
the Federal government are "not only . . • 
frequently allowed to function without prop
er controls, but • . . they are dangerously 
vulnerable to terrorist activity," according 
to Sen. Abraham Ribicoff (D-Conn.), who 
requested the study. 

The Senate Government Operations Com
mittee headed by Ribicoff will investigate the 
matter, the senator said, and staff som·ces 
indicated hearings might be held next month. 

"Catastrophic losses to government-spon
sored data. processing installations, such as 
the loss of human life, irreplacable data 
and equipment, have occurred," the GAO 
study reported. 

NO CONTINGENCY PLANS 
At the same time, however, an investigation 

into 28 separate installations found "less 
than half ... had developed and put into 
operation contingency plans to provide for 
continuity of operation if a loss occurred. 

"The impact from losses at data. processing 
installations which did not have contingency 
plans could interfere seriously with efficient 
and economical operations of government, 
have an immeasurable impact on individuals 
and organizations relying on government 
data and result in costly reconstruction ef
forts," the GAO report warned. 

The GAO report estimated the government 
cur1·ently spends over $10 billion annually 
for DP activities, but warned the conse
quences of potential losses resulting from 
lax security measures could be far greater 
than that figure. 

"Of more importance than the concern over 
the monetary value of these assets is "the 
centralization and concentration of data in 
computerized envh·onments, which increases 
the potential for major losses or misuses," 
the reported noted. 

For example, Ribicoff said, "It is impossible 
to estimate the effects on millions of our 
elderly citizens whose livelihood depends on 
Social Security should the computer be 
destroyed." 

But "the potential threat is not limited to 
Social Security," he added. "In terms of fed
eral revenues, for instance, imagine the havoc 
that would result from the destruction" of 
computers processing federal taxes. 

'GENERAL LACK OF CONCERN' 
Of the 28 installations studied by the GAO, 

at least 14 were found susceptible to fire 
hazards; 10 were poorly located in case of 
fioods; at least seven were susceptible to 
sabotage; five were susceptible to theft or 
misuse; and 14 lacked contingency plans to 
deal with any of the possible problems. 

In general GAO attributed "the poor se
curity mea<3ures to a general lack of concern 
for a comprehensive plan to provide effective 
security at a reasonable cost." 

It noted the National Bureau of Standards 
(NBS) developed guidelines for physical se
curity and risk management in 1974, but 
pointed out "no policy statement has been 
issued . . . regarding the application and 
use of the guidelines" by the Office of Man
agement and Budget, which has responsibil
ity for the area. 

"We believe that the NBS guidelines are 
modified by our suggestions will provide the 
necessary means to structure a sound pro
gram and could go a long way in improving 
the conditions we found," GAO said. 

"However, use of the NBS guidelines is not 
mandatory and they apply only to new in
stallations or those which are improving 
theh· computer systems," it added. 

[From Computerworld, May 24, 1976] 
FEDERAL DP CRIMES REACH $2 MILLION 

By E. Drake Lundell Jr. 
Of the CW Staff 

WASHINGTON, D.C.--Computer-related 
crimes in the Federal government have 

caused monetary losses of over $2 million 
and violated the privacy of individuals about 
whom computer records are kept, according 
to a. General Accounting Office (GAO) 
report. 

That's apparently not the whole picture. 
The GAO admitted this represents just the 
tip of the iceberg since "a-gencies do not 
customarily differentiate between computer
related and other crimes" and "there may be 
a large number of crimes which have not yet 
been detected or reported." 

The majority of the 69 crimes uncovered 
by the GAO in the wide-ranging report did 
not involve sophisticated attempts to use 
computer technology for fraudulent pur
poses, but rather were uncomplicated acts 
such as altering input. 

The GAO report did not point out, how
ever, that most sources indicate the more 
sophisticated types of computer manipula
tions are usua.lly harder to detect and there
fore may remain hidden for longer periods of 
time. 

MOST LNVOLVED INPUT 
Out of the 69 cases uncovered by the GAO, 

62% involved persons perpetrating fraudu
lent input. Supply systems are "particularly 
vulnerable to fraudulent input," the GAO 
noted. 

In one case, "a perpetrator used a com
puter terminal to ascertain the location and 
availability of items desired by outside con
spirators,'' GAO said. 

"Once he located those items, the perpe
trator caused the system to pre~are fraudu
lent requisitioning documents. Then he used 
the documents to obtain the items he 
wanted, took the items from the installation 
and sold them to the outside parties," the 
agency explained. 

"Although the total amount of property 
stolen through computerized supply systems 
cannot easily be determined, the value of 
one such theft in our case files was about 
$53,000. Another loss of over $300,000 was 
averted" when discovered "accidentally," the 
GAO said. 

In other incidents, the individuals in
volved prepared fraudulent input that 
caused systems to make direct payments to 
individuals or businesses as payroll , social 
welfare or compensation transactions, the 
GAO said. 

In one case, a government employee 
helped automate an accounting system and. 
during the process, introduced fraudulent 
payment vouchers into the system. 

"The computer could not recognize that 
the transactions were fraudulent and issued 
checks payable to fictitious companies set 
up by the employee and his accomplices," the 
GAO said, noting payments oi over $100,000 
were made in this particular case. 

Another such fraud was discovered after 
an anonymous phone tip, but only after the 
perpetrator had gotten away with $90,000 to 
$250,000 by entering fictitious claims in a 
social welfare system. 

MONEY NOT ONLY VICTIM 
But, the GAO was quick to point out, 

"computer-related crime does not always lead 
to direct monetary losses. 

"The manager of a non-federal computer 
center processing personal information [for 
the government] was able to steal some of 
this· data and sell it to outside parties who 
were not authorized to use it. 

"Although the government did not lose 
any money, the privacy of individuals whose 
data records were involved was violated," the 
report noted. 

In all, fraudulent direct payments 
accounted for 27 of the crimes studied by 
the GAO; 28 cases involvfld fraudulent in
ventory ; supply actions; eight cases involved 
the unauthorized altering of. personnel 
records; facilities were used for personal 
benefit (such as a theft of time on a com
puter system) in four cases; and sabotage 
of operations accounted for two of the cases. 
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"In every case reviewed, the tncldente 
were directly traceable to weaknesses in sys
tem controls," the GAO said, adding "these 
weaknesses were the result of deficient sys
tems designs, improper impwmentation of 
controls by operating personnel or a com
binntion of both." 

In all of the cases, the managers involved 
had placed primary emphasis on "making 
their systems operational; control was not 
emphasized." 

To overcome the problem, the GAO sug
gested "management should give attention 
to controlling systems as well as to Imple
menting them. Managers should con
tinuously assess operations to insure a proper 
balance between performance of systems and 
control over assets." 

OTHER MEASURES SUGGESTED 

Other measures the report called for to 
control computer-related crime in govern
ment included: 

"An organizational plan that segregates the 
duties of individuals to minimize their 
opportunity for misues or misappropriation 
of the entity's resources. 

"A system of authorization and record 
procedures adequate to provide efiective 
accounting control over assets, liabilities, 
revenues and expenses. 

"An established system of practices to be 
followed for each duty and function of the 
organizational departments. 

"An efiective system of internal review. 
This includes an internal audit stafi that has 
training adequate to review and evaluate 
computer-based system cont1·ols and that 
does such reviews both when systems are 
being designed and after they have become 
operational. 

"Analyses of crimes to pinpoint the inter
nal weaknesses that may have facilitated 
them." 

[F1·om Computerworld, l\Iay 24, 1976] 
GAO FINDS 14 OF 18 FEDERAL DP Sn"'s 

EXPOSED TO FIRE 
WASHINGTON, D.C.-In its evaluation vf the 

security measures used by government in
stallations (see story on Page 1), the Gener
al Accounting Office (GAO) visited 18 DP 
centers in the U.S. and 10 overseas. 

Fire hazards were the main source of se
curity breaches, the GAO study found. 
Threatening conditions included combustible 
paper supplies and/or magnetic tape files 
stored in computer rooms at 14 installations. 

Portable extinguishers were the only avail
able fire protection in three DP centers, the 
GAO said, and at one installation not even 
these were available. 

Twelve installations neglected to periodi
cally clean below the raised flooring on which 
computers were placed, another fire hazard. 
At siX locations, comp-u.ters were in operation 
in rooms where master electrical power shut
down controls were not easily accessible at 
exit points, the GAO reported. 

Flood hazards constituted another area of 
concern. The GAO fotmd computers at 10 in
stallations operating in areas where over
head water or steam pipes (excluding sprin
kler systems) existed with inadequate pro
vision for drainage. 

In two centers, computers were in base
ments, exposing them to potential .flooding 
conditions. 

The potential for sabotage was n.nother 
weak point at many of the installations 
visited. Vendor service personnel were not 
supervised while on the prem1ses of seven 
DP centers, the investigation discovered. 

Five installations did not control in-house 
service personnel while they were 1n the com
puter areas, and three locations were deemed 
possible targets for vandals by the GAO in
vestigators. 

Susceptibility to theft or misuse endanger
ed security at five locations where remotely 

accessed computer systems were in operation 
without software to detect improper or er
roneous attempts to access the computers or 
data files involved. 

Fourteen of the 18 sites lacked formal con
tingency plans to ensure continuity of oper
ations. in an emergency, the study found. 

[From Computerworld, May 24, 1976] 
HIGH FRAUD POTENTIAL UNCOVERED :IN AUDIT 

OF SSI DP OPERATIONS 
(By Edith Holmes) 

WASHINGTON, D.C.-In the absence of ade
quate controls, employee fraud could further 
undermine the already inefficient operation 
of the Social Security Administration's 
(D!JA) newest federal welfare program, in
vestigators probing the problems of Supple
mental Security Income (SSI) found here 
recently. 

Their audit, released this month by the 
Department of Health, Education and Wel
fare's (HEW) audit agency, stated that in 
one of SSA's busiest areas-Region IX, which 
covers California, Nevada and Hawali-"in
ternal controls at the district offices were 
not adequate to prevent processing fictitious 
or unauthorized SSI payments." 

Meanwhile, the SSA finished compiling fig
ures for SSI's first 27 months of operation 
and reported the program's clients have been 
overpaid by $622 million. 

Implemented by SSA in 1974, SSI was 
created by Congress in 1972 to federalize 
state and county care for blind, disabled 
and aged adults. The program was added 
to the agency's regular workload of Social 
Security and veterans' benefits payments. 

The HEW audit of the California region 
showed SSA employees in the area's district 
offices could be tempted to be dishonest be
cause they have "unlimited access to com
puter terminals." 

I t would not be difficult for employees to 
change the address of an SSI recipient who 
died rather than remove the person from 
the payment schedule, according to the audit. 

At the same time, the audit found, the 
region's system of internal controls does 
not provide adequate accountability for cash 
items received at the district offices. 

Thirdly, the study noted, "the system for 
periodically redetermining recipients' eligi
bility was backlogged to the extent that it 
was not effective for assuring that accurate 
payments were made to eligible individuals." 

And a "significant" backlog of local or 
one-time payments had yet to be entered 
into the computer system, HEW auditors 
said. 

NO FRAUD TO DATE 
While the auditors found no evidence of 

fraud to date, they acknowledged "detection 
would be difficult and there is no assurance 
such activities have not taken place." 

The HEW report recommended SSA sepa
rate, or specialize, payment functions at its 
district offices so more than one person 
would be required to make case changes. The 
agency has commissioned a "central office 
work group" to study means of further 
securing the computer system. 

The major problems in the California 
region were attributed by the auditors to in
sufficient staffing at the district offices, com
puter system limitations and malfunctions 
and other planning and operations flaws for 
which SSA headquarters, and not the field of
fices, were responsible. 

The auditors said they would issue sepa
rate audit reports on federal/state liability 
relating to the federal administration of SSI 
payments in California, Hawaii and Nevada. 

Nothing these reports will show 44% to 
56 % of the sample claims examined in these 
states contained errors, HEW stated, "The er
roneous overpa n1ents and under payments 
resulted from a combination of circum
stances and it was not feasible to determine 

either the dollar amount or the rate of oc
currence for errors directly caused by opera
tional weaknesses at the district offices." 

At the sa.me time, "corrective action needs 
to be taken at the national level," the re
port added HEW auditors recommended SSA 
implement efiective internal controls and 
operating procedures at the district office 
level "with particular emphasis on the pro
cessing of repayments, eligibility redeterm
inations and manual payments processing." 

Placing responsibility for automated pro
cessing and recordkeeping at the agency's 
headquarters, they stated "SSA at Baltimore 
should also intensify efiorts to resolve com
puter system limitations and reduce the oc
currence of malfunctions." 

SSA has sent some 1,065 temporary em
ployees and 150 full-time employees to Cali
fornia to ease the understaffing problem. New 
money controls are said to have been imple
mented. 

Meanwhile, the agency's computer system 
in Woodlawn, Md., is being audited by the 
General Accounting Office (GAO) and undel' 
fire by at least two congressional coMID.ittees. 

At a meeting earlier this month of the 
House Ways and Means Oversight Subcom
mittee on the problems encountered with 
SSI, Rep. Charles A. Vanik (D-Ohio) ex
pressed his concern for the potential for em
ployee fraud in light of this and other HEW 
audit reports of several SSA regions and re
cent reports by the GAO on computer-related 
crimes and the need for management to 
p1·ovide better protection for federal DP 
facilities. 

Part of a series of SSA system audits now 
underway by HEW, the California study 
focused on the performance of the SSI be
tween January and July 1974, which were 
the first six months of the program and the 
only time period of its operations that has 
been subjected to extensive investigation. 

A TRIBUTE TO "BUDGE" SPERLING 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I hap
pened to be traveling with President 
Ford in illinois last March when he 
placed a call to the father of "Budge" 
Sperling, chief of the Washington Bu
reau of the Christian Science Monitor, 
on his 104th birthday. 

Godfrey Sperling, Jr., is one of Wash
ington's most respected and perceptive 
journalists. A decade ago he originated 
the "Sperling Breakfasts," periodic meet
ings between reporters and public o:ffi
cials that have become one of the most 
important news forums in Washington. 

Through the years, Budge has written 
some remarkable pieces giving Ameri
cans, and a worldwide audience through 
the pages of the Christian Science Mon
itor, an insight into American life and 
politics. 

But never has he been more incisive. 
or personal, or human than his column 
entitled "The Old Timer and the Presi
dent," in which he talks about his own 
beloved father. I ask unanimous consent 
that this recent column, which ap
peared in the Monitor be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the column 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
THE OLD TIMER AND THE PRESIDE..~T 

(By Godfrey Sperling, Jr.) 
GIFFORD, ILL.-John Bartlow Martin's su

perb new biography, "Adlai Stevenson of 
Illinois," 1s a. reminder that this urbane, 
man-of-the-world Oxfordian-accented, two-
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time presidential candidate was really only 
a country boy, tied close to roots and a boy
hood in small-town Bloomington, only a few 
miles west of here. As Martin points out, 
this whole prairie region around here is part 
of the black Wisconsin drift that runs across 
Illinois and Indiana and into Ohio, with 
topsoil sometimes 15 feet deep, some of the 
richest land on earth. 

My father-the Oil Timer often referred 
to in these columns-came from German 
inunigrant parents who homesteaded near 
here after coming to this country in the 
mid-1880's. And although his career was 
largely that of a civil engineer, my father 
never left the soil. Like many farmers he 
never judged the weather on how it affected 
him personally. It could be unmercifully hot 
and Dad would say it was "great" weather 
if the crops needed dry warmth for ripening. 
Or he could be sopping wet but rejoicing 
because the "corn needs the rain," as he 
might put it. 

Dad was truly a man of this bicentennial 
year. He was born in the late stages of this 
nation's first century. Then he lived nearly 
through the nation's second century. And 
he came very close~nly a matter of a few 
months-to seeing the nat ion start its third 
100 years. 

Just a few weeks ago I interviewed my 
father. It seemed most appropriate. The 
President, campaigning through this area 
only a few days before, had called Dad from 
nearby Champaign, Illinois, and congratu
lated him on his 104th birthday. According 
to a presidential aide and those who were 
with my father when he took the call, the 
conversation was "spirited." Dad started out 
by welcoming the President to Illinois. From 
there the two moved into a discussion of 
politics, how the primary looked in Illinois, 
and the national outlook. 

The Old Timer's views carried this import 
to the President: Mr. Ford was speaking to 
an elder citizen, a Midwesterner, a farm
oriented citizen, and, most of all, to one of 
the very few individuals alive who could
quite lucidly-give his views on current 
events against the perspective of a life span
ning more than 100 years. 

The specifics of the conversation were not 
recorded. But in my interview my father 
touched on subjects close to his heart, some 
of which-or the "essence'' of which-he 
said he conveyed to the President. 

He felt the President was "doing a good 
job." And he thought he was "improving." 
But he said he would like to see Mr. Ford 
"take charge" more. He thought presidents 
should be "strong•'-"like Teddy Roosevelt." 
He particularly admired Teddy Roosevelt and 
remembered hearing him speak-"in that 
high, squeaky voice." 

"Who is this Carter?" he asked. He said 
he heard the name a lot but couldn't "get a 
fix" on him. He said he still thought Hum
phrey was a "highly qualified man"-and 
noted that the President evidently thought 
so, too. 

The "hope" for our nation still lies, he 
thought, in an "educated electorate." He did 
not believe the concept of "education for 
all''-which he always had supported-had 
failed. Instead he thought that, as the mi
nority groups "became educated," many of 
the current problems would begin to fade. 

Dad was always the optimist. He said he 
saw the troubles of today as "transitional" to 
a better period in the United States. 

He was deeply concerned-by the apparent 
loss of the "high ideals-which made this 
nation great." But he was still sure that the 
ideals were really still there and that the 
nation was going through a period in which 
its was purifying its ideals-"getting rid of 
the hypocrisy." 

My father-whose own life was trans
formed through prayer-said he was con
vinced that those who guide this nation must 

always rely on God. It seems that he said 
this to the President. 

What he didn't tell the President, it seems, 
was one of his "secrets" for living long: he 
never kept track of his age, never celebrated 
birthdays-until others insisted on marking 
his age when he reached the century mark. 

That was pretty much the "essence" of the 
father-son interview. 

My last memory of Dad was at his birthday 
party March 4 at the nursing home here-re
jecting the cake and ice cream and insisting 
on something "substantial." He settled hap
pily for a sandwich. His llfe was like that
avoiding the surface icing and digging deep 
for the real meaning of events. 

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK NOTIFICA
TION-SOUTH KOREAN NUCLEAR 
POWER PROJECT 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I call 
the attention of my colleagues to a com
munication I have received from the Ex
port-Import Bank notifying me of its 
intent to proceed with its earlier pro
posal to finance the construction of a 
nuclear powerplant in South Korea. 

This matter has a long history. Al
most a year and a half ago, on February 
25, 1975, Exim notified the Congress of 
its intent to assist South Korea in the 
construction and initial operation of a 
600-megawatt nuclear powerplant-
CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, page 3161, March 
5, 1975. At the time, South Korea was 
not a member of the Nuclear Non
proliferation Treaty-NPT-and was ac
tively negotiating for the acquisition of a 
nuclear reprocessing facility from 
France. Reprocessing facilities enable 
the possessor to extract plutonium which 
can be used for the making of nuclear 
weapons. 

Shortly after Exim notified the Con
gress of the pending proposal, Senator 
STEVENSON introduced a resolution, which 
I and others cosponsored, to defer final 
approval of the transaction-CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD, pages 5724-5725, March 7, 
1975. Five days later, Eximbank with
drew its notification of the proposal
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, pages 6040-6041, 
March 11, 1975. Approximately 1 week 
later the South Korean National Assem
bly ratified the NPT. However, South 
Korean negotiations to secure a reproc
essing facility continued. 

On May 30, 1975, Exim again notified 
Congress of its intent to go ahead with 
the project--cONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
pages 17326-17327, June 5, 1975-but be
cause of our continued concern about the 
possible acquisition of a reprocessing fa
cility, we secured the Bank's agreement 
that it would not sign any credit agree
ment for the proposed project "until the 
appropriate agencies of the executive 
branch inform Eximbank that the non
proliferation arrangements relating to 
the recycling and use of nuclear fuel are 
satisfactory." In addition, the Bank 
agreed that in order to give the Congress 
an opportunity to examine and react to 
these arrangements, it would notify the 
Congress of the safeguard arrangements 
and withhold execution of any credit 
agreement for a 25-day period there
after-CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, page 
19708, June 19, 1975. 

The present communication from the 
Bank, together with an accompanying 

letter from the State Department statin.g 
its opinion that the safeguard and other 
nonproliferation arrangements relating 
to this sale are satisfactory, constitutes 
the notice pursuant to that agreement. 
Accordingly, after 25 days of continuous 
session of Congress from the date of the 
notification-May 19, 1976-the Bank 
will be free to sign the credit agreement 
for the project. 

I ask unanimous consent that the com
munication from the bank, together with 
the accompanying communication from 
the State Department, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
MEMORANDUM FOR SENATOR Wn.J,IAM PROX

MmE AND SENATOR ADLAI E. STEVENSON, 
III 

WASHINGTOJ'!, D.C., 

Hon. Wn.LIAM PRoxMmE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 
Hon. ADLAI E. STEVENSON, III, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

J1r'll.e 18, 1975. 

This will confirm our discussion regarding 
the Korean Nuclear Power Project. Eximbank 
will not sign the credit agreement for the 
proposed financing of the project until the 
appropriate agencies of the Executive Branch 
inform Eximbank that the non-proliferation 
arrangements relating to the recycling and 
use of nuclear fuel are satisfactory. In order 
to provide the Congress with an opportunity 
to examine and react to these arrangements, 
Eximbank will notify Congress of the safe
guard arrangements and will not sign the 
credit agreement for at least twenty-five days 
of continuous session of Congress after such 
notification. No funds will be disbursed un
der the credit until the equipment is, in fact, 
exported and that will not take place until 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission author
izes the issuance of the necessary export 
licenses. 

WILLIAM J. CASEY. 

WASHINGTON, D.C., 

Hon. Wn.LIAM PRoxMIRE, 
May 19,1976. 

Chairman, Committee on Banking, Housing 
and. Urban Affairs, U.S. Senate, Washing
ton, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On June 18, 1975. my 
predecessor, William J. Casey, assured Con
gress that Eximbank would not sign a credit 
agreement for the financing of the South 
Korean nuclear power plant project (KoRi 
II) for at least 25 days of continuous session 
of Congress after the Bank has notified the 
Congress that "the appropriate agencies of 
the Executive Branch inform Eximbank that 
the non-proliferation arrangements relating 
to the recycling and use of nuclear fuel are 
satisfactory." 

I am able now to report that Eximbank has 
been informed that satisfactory arrange
ments have been made. I am enclosing a copy 
of the notification Eximbank received from 
the Department of State on this matter. 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State Myron 
Kratzer is prepared to answer any questions 
you have regarding the nature of these 
arrangements. 

Sincerely, 
STEPHEN M. DUBRUL, Jr. 

WASHINGTON, D.C., 
February 5, 1976. 

ll.olr. STEPHEN l\I. DUBRUL, Jr., 
President and. Chairman, Export-Import 

Bank, Washington, D.O. 
DEAR CHAmMAN DuBRUL: I am writing in 

reference to the proposed financing by Ex-Im 
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Bank of the Kori-II nuclear power project 
for the Korean Electric Company. This proj
ect was the subject of correspondence in 
June of last year between ACDA Director 
Ikle and Chairman Casey. In addition, Mr. 
Casey wrote to senators Proxmire and 
Stevenson and Congressman Rees on June 18, 
1975, stating that the Ex-ImBank "wlll not 
sign the credit agreement for the proposed 
financing of the project until the appro
priate agencies of the Executive Branch 
inform Ex-Im Bank that the non-prolifera
tion arrangements relating to the recycling 
and use of nuclear fuel are satisfactory." Mr. 
Casey also undertook to notify Congress of 
these safeguard arrangements. 

The Department of State is now able to 
assure the Ex-Im Bank that the appropriate 
agencies o! the Executive Branch consider 
that the safeguard and other non-prolifera
tion arrangements related to this sale are 
satisfactory. 

Since the date oi Mr. Casey's letter to 
Senat ors Proxmire and Stevenson and Con
gressman Rees, there have been two impor
tant developments affecting this project. In 
the first, the Department has received 
written confirmation from the Korean Gov
ernment that the reprocessing of any special 
nuclear material which Korea receives from 
the United Stato...s or the alteration in form 
or content of any irradiated fuel elements 
containing fuel materials from the United 
States is subject to joint determination that 
the provisions of Article XI of the 1972 U.S.
ROK Agreement for Cooperation for Civil 
Uses of Atomic Energy may be effectively 
applied. Additionally, the Korean Govern
ment has confirmed its understanding that, 
as an additional and separate determina
tion, Korea and the United States must each 
agree that the facilities at which the re
processing or alteration shall be performed 
are mutually acceptable. 

Secondly, the Korean Government recently 
informed the Department of State that it 
has decided to cancel the planned purchase 
of a small-scal.e pilot nuclear reprocessing 
facility from France. Even though this sale 
was covered by a comprehensive safeguards 
agreement between France, the Republic of 
Korea and the International Atomic Energy 
Agency, our general policy has been to 
strongly favor the exploration of alternatives 
to national reprocessing, such as multina
tional reprocessing centers. We have there
fore welcomed the Korean Government's de
cision to cancel this project. 

In addition to the foregoing, I would also 
note that the Korean Government has ad
hered to the Treat y on t he Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons and deposited its in
st rument of ratification in Washington on 
April 23, 1975. The Korean Government has 
also signed a comprehensive bilateral safe
guards agreement with the International 
Atomic Energy Agency under Article III of 
the Treaty. 

As a result of the foregoing, the Depart
ment of State and the other concerned agen
cies of the Executive Branch are now of the 
opinion that the Korean Government has 
provided satisfactory assurances with re
spect to questions concerning safeguards 
and non-proliferation arrangements which 
have arisen in connect ion with the proposed 
Kori- II reactor sale. 

In view of the foregoing, I strongly rec
ommend that the Eximbank now proceed 
expeditiously to enter into the credit agree
ment for the Kor l-II project. 

S incerely, 
MYRON B. KRATZER, 

Act ing. 

THE GUN CONTROL ISSUE 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I re

cently read an editorial which I think 

is a significant contribution to the na
tional debate on gun control. 

Jack Samson, the editor of Field & 
Stream, wrote this editorial which ap
peared in the May 1976 issue of the 
magazine. It points out that guns do not 
cause crime, and reducing the number 
or availability of guns will not reduce 
crime. Crime is caused by a variety of 
social ills. To correct those problems will 
cost the American taxpayer a good deal 
of money. But it can reduce crime
which gun control will not do. I commend 
this column to my colleagues and I ask 
tmanimous consent that it be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

FIELD & S T REAl\1 EDITORIAL, MAY 1976 
(By Jack Samson) 

Want to know the real reason for gun con
trol laws and attempts to confiscate guns? 
It is basically very simple: we have gun con
trol laws and we will have attempts to put 
more on the books because the politicians 
who administer our federal and state institu
tions are either too inept or too dishonest to 
face up to the basic truths of our society. 

Americans as a whole today are not only 
cynical-following the political debacles of 
Vietnam and Watergat e-4hey are downright 
disgusted at the mouthings of politicians 
who wish to cop out on the reasons for our 
social ills. One of these is the gun control 
issue. It is a handy cure-all for any politico 
who either doesn't understand what is going 
on or who hasn't the intestinal fortitude to 
run on a platform which tells it like it is. 
Because tellin g it like it is probably won't 
get him, or her, any votes. Neither will de
manding that our dismal court system be 
revamped to impose stiff penalties on those 
committing a crime with a gun get many 
votes, though it needs to be done. 

But even a stricter, more certain system 
of justice cannot answer the root problems 
of crime. The truth is that our unemploy
ment rate is staggering for a country wit·h 
the resources and technology we have. we 
have hunger and we have poverty and we 
have slums and ghettoes, and whenever a. 
country has those it is going to have people 
committing crimes. They are going to com
mit crin1es out of rage, frustration, hunger, 
and the need to feed those who depend upon 
them. They are going to commit crimes wit h 
guns, yes, but t h ey are also going to commit 
crimes with switchblades, butcher knives , 
blackjacks, and pick handles. 

The former mayor of the City of New York , 
John Lindsay, was an example of the typical 
politician who always turned to the gun issue 
whenever some poor wretch got drunk and 
battered somebody to death in a bar, or held 
up a delicatessen to get food, or tried to rob 
a bank and got into a shootout. 

"More and stricter gun control!" shouted 
the mayor-as have succeeding mayors, and 
governors and congressman and senators 
across the nation-who know that it isn't 
guns but the suffering of people that causes 
crime. 

But they also knew (and still know) some
thing else: i t is going to cost us millions, even 
billions of dollars to cure unemployment, 
create jobs, rebuild slums, educate minor
ities, s t op the drug traffic, and any number 
of things t hat will make it unnecessary for 
people to have to steal and kill in this coun
try. And they also know that talking about 
raising billions of dollars · for vast social 
changes is going to be a highly unpopUlar 
1ssue wlth the voters because, like It or not, 
friend, we are going to have to pay for these 
social changes t hrough taxation and bond 

issues, even though we are already having 
trouble making ends meet. 

And so, rather than face up to honest is
sues, rather than 1"isk losing voter support 
by calling for the real cures, the politicos 
Will continue to clamber on the bandstand 
this bicentennial year and will harrangue us 
with the same old tripe: Stop crime by ban
ning the gun, registering the gun, forbidding 
assembly of the gun, or outlawing imported 
guns-as lf the gun had a blasted thing to 
do with the despondent, disillusioned, sick, 
poor soul who looks at this great country 
from the stlnking depths of his big city slum 
or southern shanty town and knows he is not 
going to get anything in the way of a. fair 
shake from the politicians. 

We need to educate his kids to give him 
some hope. We need to give him, or her, self
respect and pride and a decent job in a 
decent place so that he won't have to steal, 
mug, or kill-with a gun or any other 
weapon! 

GENOCIDAL INTENT AND OUR 
BASIC FREEDOMS 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 
sweeping allegations have been made 
that the Genocide Convention will de
stroy our freedom of speech and thrust 
ot:r domestic criminal matters into a hos
tile international arena. I wish to dispel 
these myths. Most such opposition ap
pears to stem from a critical misunder
standing of the difinition of "genocide." 

Genocidal intent-the intent to destroy 
an entire grouP-is the primary distin
guishing element of the crime of geno
cide. The meaning of this intent was ex
plaiued recently in the Foreign Rela
tions Committee report urging Senate 
ratification of the Genocide Convention: 

. . . Basic to any charge of genocide must 
be the intent to destroy an entire group be
cause of the fact that it is a certain national 
ethnical, ractial , or religious group, in such 
a manner as to affect a substantial part of 
the group . ... 

As compared to murder or libel, the 
convention does not aim at the violent 
expression of prejudice directed solely 
against individual members of particular 
groups. Harassment of minority groups, 
as well as general racial and religious in
tolerance, although deplorable, are also 
not per se prohibited by the treaty. Tbu.s, 
charges that schoolbusing, birth control 
programs, lynchings, police actions with 
respect to the Black Panthers, and inci
dents at Mylai automatically constitute 
genocide are unfounded. The committee 
has made it clear that under article 1 II 
of the convention, none of these acts is 
genocide unless the requisite intent can 
be proven. 

Mr. President, I ask Senators to con
sider the uniquely horrifying conse
quences of genocidal intent. Our ratifi
cation of this treaty in no way sacrifices 
our basic American freedoms. To the 
contrary, it is a prodamation of our be
lief in the universal right to life and 
liber ty. 

TRADE UNION POWER BRINGS 
BRITAIN TO THE BRINK 

!vir. FANNIN. Mr. President, recently I 
was privileged to attend the National 
Right To Work Committee's awards ban-
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quet celebrating the lOth anniversary of 
the successful fight to preserve State 
right-to-work laws under section 14<b> 
of the Taft-Hartley Act. 

As my colleagues are aware, the Na
tional Right To Work Committee took 
the leadership role in galvanizing public 
opinion against "common situs" picket
ing legislation. The committee's grass
roots campaign resulted in some 700,000 
letters of protest to the White House and 
ultimately a Presidential veto. It was a 
great privilege to be in the presence of 
courageous men and women who were 
being recognized for their efforts in the 
cause of voluntary unionism. 

At the awards banquet, I was pleased 
to meet and hear a most distinguished 
speaker, Mr. Robert Moss, British politi
cal commentator and author. Mr. Moss is 
director of the recently established Na
tional Association for Freedom, an or
ganization that was set up at the end of 
1975 to coordinate the activities of all 
British groups committed to the defense 
of individual and economic freedom, 
under the chairmanship of Lord de L'Isle. 

Best known as the editor of the Lon
don Economist's confidential weekly 
bulletir..., Foreign Report, Moss is a former 
lecturer in history at the Australian Na
tional University, and lectures at many 
universities and defense colleges in Brit
ain. He is the author of many books, in
cluding "The Collapse of Democracy," in 
which he presents a grim warning of how 
Britain's political institut ions could 
break down. The book was described by 
the London Daily Telegraph as "the most 
powerful and cogent piece of political 
prophecy since Orwell's '1984.' " 

In that book, Moss writes: 
The existence of trade unions is one of the 

conditions for a free society. But equally, it 
may prove to be a condition for an unfree 
or ungovernable society if trade union power 
is not exercised within the common frame
work of law and is not kept within the 
bounds that apply to other economic interest 
groups. The guiding-reins in Britain have 
snapped completely. 

Mr. Moss is a regular broadcaster on 
British and American radio and televi
sion and a contributor to many journals, 
including the Daily Telegraph, the Spec
tator, Encounter, National Review, 
Harper's and the New York Times. 

Mr. President, in his address Robert 
Moss analyzed the impact of trade union 
power on Great Britain's economy and 
the British way of life. The parallels be
tween England's current economic, so
cial, and political crisis and America's 
problems are startling. I commend Mr. 
Moss' remarks to my Senate colleagues. 
It is one of the most powerful and elo
quent speeches I have been fortunate to 
hear. I have no doubt that we shall be 
hearing more from this brilliant young 
English fighter for freedom. 

His excellent statement represents a 
clear warning to all of us that America 
can be led to the brink by excessive 
union monopoly power and government 
overregulation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the complete text of the ad
dress by Robert Moss delivered on 
May 14, 1976, at the National Right to 
·work Committee awards banquet be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 

(NoTE.-Robert Moss--British political 
commentator and author-is director of the 
recently established National Association for 
Freedom, an organization that was set up 
at the end of 1975 to co-ordinate the activi
ties of all British groups committed to the 
defense of individual and economic freedom, 
under the chairmanship of Lord de L'Isle. 
Best known as the Editor of the London 
Economist's confidential weekly bulletin, 
•·Foreign Report," Moss is a former Lecturer 
in History at the Australian National Uni
versity, and lectures at many universities 
and defense colleges in Britain. 

(He is the author of many books, includ
ing, most recently, The Collapse of Democ
racy (Temple Smith, 1975), in which he pre
sent3 a grim warning of how Britain's polit
ical institutions could break down. The book 
was described by the Datly Telegraph as "the 
most powerful and cogent piece of political 
prophecy since Orwell's 1984." In that book, 
Moss writes: "The existence of trade unions 
is one of the conditions for a free society. But 
equally, it may prove to be a condition for 
an unfree or ungovernable society if trade 
union power is not exercised within the com
mon framework of law and and Is not kept 
within the bounds that apply to other eco
nomic Interest groups. The guiding-reins in 
Britain have snapped completely.'' Earlier 
books include Chile's Marxist Ex-periment 
and Urban Guerrillas, a pioneering study of 
modern terrorist techniques. 

(Moss is a regular broadcaster on British 
and American radio and television, and a 
contributor to many journals, inclding the 
Daily Telegraph, the Spectator, Encounter, 
National Review, Harper's and The New Y(YT'k 
Times.) 

Ladies and gentlemen, it's a great honor 
for me to be with you tonight, as well as a 
great pleasure. I felt deeply moved as I 
watched that procession of brave people 
come forward to take their awards. I hope 
that we will be able to produce a similar 
procession of brave people in Britain who 
are prepared to take a similar stand in far 
more dangerous circumstances in the con
text of a society that has not heeded any 
of the warnings about the long-term effect 
of compulsory unionization, and of the un
trammeled abuse of trade union power, and 
iS now reaping a very bitter harvest. 

And may I say to you in this room, and 
in this country, I feel rather as a man does 
who's been trapped in a dark and foetid cave 
for a long time. I can breathe the air, I can 
see the light. I feel refreshed by a society 
that still believes in individual freedom and 
I feel refreshed and encouraged to be in the 
presence of people who are prepared to fight 
to maintain those liberties, because as 
Churchill once said, "Liberty iS not a right. 
It is a duty." Or rather, if you are going 
to preserve it, you're going to have to fight 
for it. And that's something that many peo
ple in British society did not understand. 
They did not understand the long-term ef
fects of the policies that they adopted, and 
what I bring to you tonight, I'm afraid, are 
not good tidings, but only bad ones. 

Perhaps my purpose here tonight, the most 
useful one I can serve, is to say to you, "Look 
into the horror that Britain is becoming ..• 
Look at it closely ... Analyze what has hap
pened there, the risks that we now run that 
in my view could put an end not just to a 
man's right to choose his job, but to all our 
political institutions and traditions, could 
turn us into a society that is communist, 
with a small c, and could accomplish that 
within a very short span of tlme." 

Perhaps the basic decision that will deter
mine whether or not that is where my society 
is going will be taken within the next twelve 
months to two years, so I speak to you with 

urgency, and I hope for your understanding 
in what I'm going to say to you. 

As I begin these remarks I think back to 
something that George Orwell, who proph
esized what a totalitarian country would 
be like in his famous novel "1984, .. once said 
about processes that he already saw taking 
place back in the early 1940's. He said that 
for 200 years we have been sawing and saw
ing away at the branch that we were sitting 
on, and thinking that finally when we fell 
off the tree we were going to end up in a bed 
of roses, and when our p :Ltient effort suc
ceeded and the branch came down we found 
there h ad been a slight mistake. We ended 
up not in a bed of roses, but in a cesspool 
full of barbed wire. 

Well, t hat's where the argument that trade 
unions are an essential instrument of equal
ity and social justice, and can be given un
limited legal privileges, and the right to 
dragoon men into unions against their will, 
tha t is where those arguments have led 
Britain. And may I draw a few comparisons 
to give you some idea of how much darker 
the situation we face is than anything that 
I think any of you are having to face in any 
part of these United States. 

Let's take the very words, "The Right to 
Work". It's a marvelous pllrase, but in Bri
tain it's not used by people like you. It is 
used by Trotskyists, Communists, and 
Marxists who organize marches to protest 
again st unemployment, and to call for fur
ther government spending at a time when 
my country is running a deficit that amounts 
to ten per cent of its gross national prod
uct. TI1at is the way that the phrase is used. 
So even our vocabulary is different, even the 
semantics are different. 

Let's look at other aspects. A lot of your 
work is concerned with taking legal action 
to de!end people who are threatened with 
compulsory unionization. I think it 's 
splendid and I admire the way you're doing 
it. We want to do that too. We had hopes of 
doing it in the pac::t. But our Labor govern
ment has brought in legislation that makes 
it impossible for an individual to have any 
legal appeal against the closed shop when 
management and unions have agreed to ac
cept it. The only kind of appeal that a man 
can lodge has to be based on his religion. 
There's no grounds for conscientious objec
tion as such, and in some judgments that 
are coming down from Industrial tribunals 
that are concerned wi":h these matters in 
Britain we have discovered that even your 
religion is not a. sufficient grounds for com
plaint, unless you can establish to the satis
faction of an industrial tribunal, half com
posed or a third composed of trade union 
delegates, that if you join a union you'll be 
thrown out of your rellgious sect. 

So you have to join an obscure sect that 
is opposed to unionization, and then prove 
with documentary evidence that you'll be 
thrown out of It if you join a. union in order 
to avoid the closed shop in Britain. 

What legal redress do we have in Britain? 
The only redress we have been able to think 
of is to take the cases oi' brave men, like 
some of the ones who appeared here, to 
Europe. Well, I know Britain is part o! 
Europe, but we still talk about Europe as 
The Continent. 

We would have to take them to Strasbourg 
where there is an institution known as the 
European Court, and we would have to appeal 
to that body under the terms of the Euro
pean Convention or Human Rights, and hope 
that we will get a judgment. We are going to 
do that, and we hope that we will get judg
ments In our favor, but my God, we are 
having to behave like citizens of some occu
pied country. 

Now, that's not the end of the s tory. In this 
country if, by some accident or some tre
mendous upset in Congress, you've got some 
kind of legislation of the kind our Labor 
government has brought in, one would at 
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lease assume that you would have an opp_osi
tion party, and powerful lobbies inside the 
government party that would be opposed te 
this flagrant abuse of individual freedom. The 
situation in Britain i.-,;, again, I'm afraid, 
rather different. 

Our political class has been intimidated, 
just as much as our business cla. s has been 
intimidated. In other words, they are 
frightened of trade union power, and they 
don't want to do anything that might upset 
trade union officials so we have a situation 
where our conservative party at this moment, 
and I hope not too much longer, is com
mitted to the position under which it will 
not change a single line in the Labor govern
ment's new legislation on the closed shop. 

Think about that. Where do you go if 
you're a man who believes on pt·inciple that 
it is wrong to belong to a union, or who 
simply doesn't want to join for personal 
reasons? Where do you go for political sup
port? 

All right, there ara many men inside the 
Conservative Party, and some inside other 
parties in Britain that feel as we do, some 
of them on the council of my association 
(the National Association of Freedom). Some 
of them have spoken up very openly, We 
speak up very openly. I hope we will change 
the policy of those parties. But at this mo
ment--I'll just say it to focus your minds 
of the difference between ym.u· situation and 
Ol.ll's-the two major parties of Britain are 
both supporting the closed shop. 

Think of our business clas, . Now. you 
might have complaints about the behavior of 
some elements of Big Business in this coun
try. Many businesses are often extremely op
portunistic, and this time as an advocate of 
mal'ket economics, I believe that they should 
indeed seek a. profit, wherever they find it, 
and this will end up as a. fairly rational kind 
of system. 

But in Britain we have the ·ituar.iou where 
the other day on BBC television a Marxist 
trade union leader, Hugh Scanlon, who is 
openly committed to the overthrow of the 
capitalist system-and said so not once, but 
1·epeatedly-went on the screen with one of 
the spokesmen for British busines , and the 
spokesman for British business said to him, 
"You are the model of a responsible trade 
union leader." Now that's very interesting. 

Let me give you just one more indicator 
of the vast difference between us in terms of 
where our societies have gone and where trade 
unions have gone. That is the number of 
people who belong to trade unions in our two 
societies, and the organization or disorganiza
tion of outer pressure that mighr help to 
balance or contain their power. 

You, I believe, in this country have a sit
uation whereby a quarter, about 25 per cent, 
of your work force belongs to unions. We in 
Britain have a situation whe1·e over forty 
per cent of our work force belongs to trade 
unions affiliated to the Trade Union Con
gre s-the TUC-and where a further five 
per cent belong to smaller, independent trade 
unions. That makes us unique in the world, 
I think. We have a higher proportion of om· 
work force unionized already than I think 
any other advanced industrial country, and 
I believe than in any other country. 

So that again is a small problem .• nd it's 
aggnwated by 'the fact that there are no 
other social pressure groups in Britain that 
are organized to lobby effectively in their 
own interest We have no powerful business 
lobbies today in Britain; we have no powerful 
lobbies representing small business people or 
professional people. These don't eXist. We 
have no importa.lrt farmer's lobby that is 
successful in getting its way. So you can see 
how much easier it is for trade unions to have 
theh· will. 

And my final distinction-! think I said 
I wa.s getting to the final one already, but the 

most serious one is coming now-the most 
serious difference of all is that our trade 
unions are run by a different kind of man 
from the kind of ma.n who runs yours. I'm 
not condoning the way the trade unions 
throw their weight around in your country. 
I said enough all·eady to express my total 
admiration for the way that your organiza
tion is operating, and I'll come back to that 
in a moment. Our trade unions throw their 
weight around the same way. Any trade 
union that is given the opportunity and the 
legal privileges will do whatever it can in 
the name of the members, and often enough 
for the bureaucracy. This is inevitable. It's 
in the nature of power. It's in the nature of 
social power. 

But by and large, your trade union bosses, 
whether or not they behave like Marxists 
here, are not Marxist revolutionaries com
mitted to the overthrow of society itself. Ten 
per cent, one-tenth of our trade union of
ficials in Britain are either Communists or 
activ~ly aligned With the Communist party, 
and m the big unions the key positions are 
being taken by Marxist revolutionaries. That 
is a sl~ght difference, and it is producing, in 
my VIew, a prerevolutionary situation in 
Britain. 

All right, those are some reasons why I 
stand here before you feeling a little bit 
like a messenger from another planet, or 
worse than that, like a messenger from an 
occupied countl·y who is coming to you in 
your freedom to say "Please, don't give up 
your fight to defend it", because in the dark 
battles that lie ahead for us in Britain we 
need scmeone outside ou1' own shores to hold 
that torch of liberty high so that we can take 
some of the fiame from it when the flame is 
:flickering low in our own society. We need 
that desperately, and I think that we need 
the kind of exchanges and contacts that 
we're getting here tonight. 

But what was at the root of all this proc· 
ess in Britain? How did it come about in n 
society that would be the mother in the 
modern world of individual freedom and par
liamentary institutions and the belief in 
justice? How did it come about? 

Well, one reason that it came about, which 
is relevant to you now in America, is that 
back in the early days of the century a lot 
of complacent politicians took positions that 
conferred unique legal privileges on the trade 
unions. It dates l'ight back to 1906 when the 
Liberal Party in power at that time in Britain 
passed the Trade Disputes Act, which almost 
literally put trade unions outside the law, 
and gave trade unions power that no otber 
element in our society enjoys. 

It gave them the power to break con-..racts 
without being prosecuted. And it gave them 
many other powers. 

Now. Ol.ll' liberal politicians at that stage, 
back in the early days of the century, did 
that thinking that trade 1.mlons would never 
be a problem. They were weak. There were 
only two million people in trade unions in 
Britain then. By and large, their leaders were 
not Red revolutionaries arraying tooth and 
cla.w, they were good chaps, and this men
tality, that our t1·ade union leaders were on 
the whole good chaps, has persisted into very 
t·ecent times. And it partly explains why 
there have been no serious attempts, apart 
from the attempt of the last Conservative 
government, to bring our trade unions back 
within a framework of law and to cm·b theit• 
excesses. 

And the powers that were given so lightly 
at a time when trade unions did not look so 
terrifying have of co•.u·se provided enormous 
opportunities for ideologically motivated 
men who want to destroy our system. It 
seems to me to be the perfect model in the 
modern world of what happens when people 
let themselves be seduced by the argument 
that if you give a man a knife he Will never 
use it. We gave that man a knife pretty early 

on in the 20th century, and we perhap, . 
shouldn't be all that surprised to find, that 
it's now pretty close to our jugular vein. 

All right, let me give you a little image of 
how I think that the kind of trade union 
power that has grown up in Britain could 
help to bring about the final destruction of 
our economy, and even the overthrow of our 
parliamentary democracy. That will sound a 
little exaggerated to you as I stand here 
before you, but I live With that, and my 
friends here tonight from England live with 
that day by day, and it is something that 
we do not take lightly for one moment. 

Now our trade unions are not just bar
gaining over wages or trying to get mot·e 
men into their ranks, they are trying to dic
tate the whole shape of economic and social 
policy in Britain. More than that, they're 
trying to build themselves into our political 
process. 

For example, our Trade Union Congres:; 
has proposed that non-elected trade union 
delegates should sit on every local council in 
Britain. Our local councils-municipal coun
cils-are elected on the principle of one man, 
one vote. Now we have a proposal ft•om the 
TUC that they should contain non-elected 
union officials who wlll have full voting 
rights. That is a direct attack, if it ever be
comes law, on our constitutional system. It 
gives you one measure of how far the chal
lenge is going, and what 1s TUC policy today 
in our country is often enough the policy of 
the Labor Party and the Labor government 
tomorrow. 

That recommendation has been accepted 
by the local government committee of our 
Labor Party. It has gone to the executive of 
the party, and I don't know, it could become 
a bill, and then legislation in the not too 
distant future. 

That gives you one litle index. Next, I 'll 
give you another little index. We had a new 
budget announced in Britain nQt long a.go, 
and Ol.U' Chancellor of the Exchequer stood 
up, and in his budget speech he made it 
openly plain to everyone that the key ele
ment in his policy, wage restraint, would 
not be government policy until it had been 
signed, sealed, and delivered by our TUC, our 
Trade Union Congress. 

He made that open. Now again, in ou1· 
view, those are unconstitutional acts, be
cause under our original Bill of Rights of 
the 17th century, power in Britain is vested 
in the people as represented in the Parlia
ment, and in the throne. Apparently not. 
Apparently the TUC in Britain has become 
the non-elected upper house, om· real Sen
ate, since the House of Lords doesn't count 
for much in terms of real power today. Our 
TOO appears to be taking its place. 

So the aims of our trade union officers 
have become very ambitious indeed. They 
long ago stopped being just concerned with 
how much 1nore they could screw out o1 
the bosses, or what sort of cars they drove in. 
These are very subsidiary questions to them 
today. The real question involves power and 
the whole future of our form of society. 

Now, Britain is on the pretty rocky r arl 
to ruin, for the moment. economicallv. I'• e 
already mentioned the size of our deficit. 
Our deficit nms to 12,000-million pounds a 
year. which is a lot of money for an im
poverished little group of islands off the 
northwestern coast of Europe. We can't af
ford it. The TUC's pressure forces our gov
ernment to continue to overspend on this 
colossal scale, to continue to promote na
tionalization programs, particularly with the 
private firms, and to generally waste the 
taxpayer's and rate payer's money in what
ever new ways they find from day to day. 

Now, I'm not altogether certain that in the 
not too distant future we won't see a situa
tion emerge where there will be a new phase 
in the economic crisis in Britain where our 
long-patient foreign friends will get fed up 
with us and stop lending us money unle::;s 
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we set our economic house in order. And I'm 
not certain that at some point we won't have 
to face a fairly shattering kind of decision, 
a decision as to whether we go on further 
into the kind of socialism our trade union 
bosses want, further towards total state reg
ulation of our economy, nationallzation of 
our banks (which is another thing that the 
TUC is calling for) and so on-a communist 
kind of economy with high import controls, 
fixed exchange rates, a.nd all the rest of it-
or whether we go in a radically d11ferent 
direction by trying to restore sanity, by try
ing to cut excessive public spending, by try
ing to provide new incentives for people to 
make their own business decisions, and the 
rest of it. 

But I do know one thing: we will hM"e to 
face that decision. And I know another 
thing, any government that faces that deci
sion will not be allowed to make up its mind 
without a fairly devastating confrontation 
with our trade union movement, if it wants 
to go back towards curbing abusive union 
power, towards devolving economic power 
back to the private sector, a.nd towards 
cutting excessive public spending. 

In other words, what I'm saying to you 
here in a foreign land is that I see no way 
out of our crisis in Britain without wide
spread strikes, and I'm not confident, as I 
stand here before you tonight, that those 
strikes will be contained, or at any rate I'm 
not confident as I stand here at this moment 
that the elements in our society who are now 
convinced that the abuse of trade union 
power is one of our key problems, are orga
nized to do anything about it. 

Well, I didn't want to speak for too long. 
I think without exaggerating the picture 
that I may be beglnnlng to give you some 
measure of where a society can go when it 
allows one pressure group-in this case, 
trade unions-to acquire and to practice 
monopoly power. That is where we are going. 
What can we do about it? 

Well, I think that we have to change the 
whole psychology in Britain. You've done a 
great deal here on the basis of the slogan, 
The Right to Work, to show people what can 
be done. In Britain a lot of people have their 
heads bowed in the face of processes that 
they think are inevitable. A lot of people are 
totally defeated about where trade union 
power and the Marxist control of key unions 
1s going to take us. In other words, they 
don't think we can do anything to stop the 
rush. We have to live with this progress. We 
have to appease the trade union bosses, and 
we can't take any stand. Indeed, it's not 
even worthwhile to stand up and point out 
the dangers of the situation. 

Now, until our group came into being I 
think it would be fair to say that there was 
no rallying point, no pressure group, what
soever in Britain of any national importance 
that was prepared to look these problems 
calmly in the face a.nd 'lay this is unaccepta
ble, it is not inevitable, if we can rally a ma
jority to the defense of individual freedom, 
which is a cause that's stlll deep in the heart 
of the British people, as it is in the heart 
of the American people, we can begin to 
turn things around. 

We did some opinion polls. Not my organi
zation, because it didn't even exist then, but 
one of our newspapers did some opinion polls 
back in September of 1975, and they showed, 
I think, the sort of results that you would 
get with your opinion polls here in America. 
They showed that 73 per cent of the British 
people are opposed to the closed shop, and 
they showed that 56 per cent of union mem
bers are also opposed to the closed shop. 

Yet what are our major political parties do
ing? Are they reflecting that majority? If 
they're not reflecting it, who exists to reflect 
the majority feeling and to try to turn it into 
actton? Well, we are trying to provide the 
answer, and we are working, really, over a 

very broad ground, much broader perhaps 
than you would think is worthwhile. 

But again, you've got to remember the dif
ference 'tetween you and us. We are trying 
to do the work of about twenty major orga
nizations in this country. We are tackling 
not just compulsory unionization, not just 
misuse of trade union power, not just, for 
that matter, the defense of self-employed 
and small business people who have no effec
tive lobby, not just the defense of independ
ence in medicine where private doctors are 
being forced out of the country, not Just high 
standards and independence in education in 
the face of a program which could lead to 
Marxist control of our primary and secondary 
schools, not just all those things, but also 
we are trying to produce a psychology of re
armament at a moment when the Labor 
government appears to be dismantling our 
defense systematically, and we're doing a lot 
of other things as well. 

We're publishing a newspaper, and I think 
it's not a bad newspaper, The Free Nation. 
It's published every two weeks. And one of 
the curious things about this paper that may 
help to give you some grasp of what we are, 
and perhaps what we have in common, is 
that this paper-which I think is produced 
in a very high profeSSional standard, and 
does include many of the best writers, at 
least on the conservative side of the spectrum 
in Britain, and a lot of members of Parlia
ment (there are still quite a few who are on 
our side and prepared to say so) -is produced 
with no staff whatsoever. It is produced by 
unpaid contributors. Its editor is unpaid. It 
is all voluntary work. 

We don't have the resources to afford vast 
offices and all that sort of thing, and to pay 
large checks to our contributors. We have 
none of that. We do have a handful--and I 
say literally this day--a handful of highly 
motivated people who are in effect crusaders. 
We feel ourselves to be in many ways the 
last ditch resistance 1n Britain, and I'm de
lighted to feel, amongst you, some of the 
same spirit and determination that we are 
trying to find in Britain today. 

In a funny way I am confident about tbe 
younger people in Britain. I think that they 
are rejecting an age of compromise and 
appeasement, and I find a radicalism in a 
good sense of the word there that we can 
build on. 

We have a national council of about fifty 
people. They span all walks of life, all occu
pations, all backgrounds. Some of their 
names wlll be fa.millar to you. The name 
Winston Churchill will be familiar to you. 
Young Winston Churchill, MP, grandson of 
the original Winston, is on our council and 
plays a very prominent part in everything 
that we do. 

Our council ranges over all sorts of people, 
from Field Marshall Sir Gerald Camp, 
Britain's greatest living soldier, to brave men 
who are fighting the battle against closed 
shop, to businessmen, to academics, to 
journeymen, to the foremost expert of 
the British constitution, Lord Blake, 
and to many others. I think it is a very 
impressive group of people and that to
gether we do represent the kind of rallying 
point that no one else has provided. And on 
the basis of that we want to break through 
the mythology of fear that sprang up in 
Britain about trade union power, about the 
supposed inevitability of the process I've 
been describing. 

We want to get people out in the streets. 
We want to hold large rallies. We want to 
get 150,000 people into the streets t-o protest 
against what I think could probably be 
described as the Sovietization of Britain. We 
think we can do that. Our problem-and I 
wonder whether you've found this in some of 
your localities-is that in our situation peo
ple who feel as we do feel very isolated and 
often very afraid. 

There's no need for that great sense of 
isolation in this country here. Freedom is still 
a popular cause and the majority is clearly 
mobilized on your side. In our country the 
majority is on our side, but not mobilized. 
And when Solzhenitsyn stands up, yes his 
words strike home, yes people are frightened, 
yes people believe in him, yes people know 
that he is right when he warned about the 
corruption and possible disintegration of 
the West. But they do not feel it in 
Britain yet that they can do anything about 
it, because they sit in front of their own 
television screens or their own radios and 
think, "We are alone". 

Now, my organization wants to change 
that. 

Well, I told you a few things about my 
situation, and I think that everything rve 
said presents a warning to you. I would just 
like to make one final personal comment 
before I sit down, and it's this; it takes me 
back to where I started. 

We look to you, we look to this country 
still. I think we look to it probably more 
than ever, the strong right arm on which we 
lean, as the exemplar of liberty. And we 
look to people like you not to betray any of 
those liberties and personal rights that have 
been so complacently and so arrogantly 
betrayed in my own country. And we look 
to you to let your Liberty Bell ring out, 
because its sound brings some comfort and 
some encouragement to us on those distant 
shores. Thank you. 

AN INTERVIEW WITH THE FORl'vmR 
CHIEF OF THE FOREST SERVICE 
Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, the Sen

ate will soon be taking up S. 3091, the Na
tional Forest Management Act of 1976, 
which was jointly considered and re
ported by the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry and the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. 

In considering where we are going, it 
is often useful to look at where we have 
been. In 1948, President Harry S. Truman 
appointed Dr. Richard E. McArdle, Chief 
of the Forest Service in the Department 
of Agriculture. Dr. McArdle continued as 
Chief through the 8 years of the Eisen
hower administration and on until 1962 
under President Kennedy, retiring vol
untarily at the age of 63. Dr. McArdle is 
still very much around. I know that the 
principal sponsor of S. 3091, Senator 
HUMPHREY, has had a long and close 
working relationship with him on a whole 
host of conservation endeavors, as have 
many other Senators. 

The Forest History Society has re
cently published an "Interview with the 
Former Chief of the Forest Service," 
which spans his career and his varied 
experiences. 

I would like to quote portions of that 
interview, particularly those dealing with 
overall forestry management problems, 
the value of wilderness, and the record 
of the timber industry. Finally, I will ask 
to insert in the RECORD a letter from Dr. 
McArdle detailing the role of Senator 
HUMPHREY in passage of earlier land
mark forestry legislation. 

The closing note of Dr. McArdle"s in
terview gives perspective to the issues we 
confront: 

The story of the organization of the past, 
yes, is helpful but we have to recognize that 
the job that the Forest Service of today faces 
1s quite d11ferent than the job that the For
est Service of Pinchot's time had to face. For 
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example, in Pinchot's time there were prac
tically no timber sales. Today they are a 
troublesome problem in more ways than one. 
Recreation was not a problem in Pinchot's 
time. It's a tremendous part of Forest Serv
ice activity today. Water was not a problem 
in those days except when rivers :flooded and 
caused damage but today adequate water, 
useable water coming at a time and in the 
quantity needed, is a big problem. John Mc
Guh·e and all his people face a different set 
of resource management problems than Pin
chot did or I did. 

One other thing that perhaps bears on your 
thought about the importance of history. I 
think it becomes more important as an or
ganization gets older and bigger that we 
shouldn't lose sight of the ideas, the am
bitions, the aims, the goals, the people had 
who started the organization. What I'm try
ing to say is that you don't develop a whole 
new historical background for an agency 
every time the Forest Service gets a new 
chief. That does not, certainly should not, 
mean that the Service abandons the ideals 
that the outfit started out with. We may 
need to modify them, change them a little 
bit, but everybody in the organization ought 
always to keep those original high goals and 
standards in mind. It helps create pride in 
the organization, helps to build espirit de 
corps. A historical record, especially if it's at 
least halfway human, can help immensely to 
accomplish that. 

I was particularly struck by the view 
he expressed on the issue of wilderness 
and rather than seek to paraphrase it, I 
will quote it in full: 

Wilderness preservation ha-s degenerated 
into too much of a squabble between those 
who want everything preserved as wilderness 
whether or not it really is wilderness, and 
those who are opposed to all wilderness 
preservation, or think they must take this 
attitude to offset the extravagant cla.lms of 
wilderness enthusiasts. The thought I'd like 
to end with is that this should not be an 
either/or proposition. 

We need to preserve substantial area-s in 
wilderness condition. I think we will need 
wilderness more l).nd more as we diminish our 
primeval resources and as we become more 
urbanized and further removed from our 
original resource heritage. We need wilder
ness to renew our sense of balance and to 
keep our spiritual fabric in good condition. 
Forget about the dollar value of wilderness. 
Maybe there isn't any. It doesn't matter; it is 
worth whatever it costs. 

At the same time we must use our natural 
resources, including some of what is ·now 
primeval and untouched, in order to live. 
Just caveman existence requires food, cloth
ing, shelter, and fuel to warm the shelter. 
To have more than caveman living we must 
add to those necessities of bare existence the 
raw materials that must be used to make the 
many things we take pretty much for granted 
in modern life. These things have to be made 
from natural resources. From what else can 
they be made? 

These are the simple facts of life. So the 
knot I'd tie in this discussion of wilderness 
is to say that enactment of wilderness legis
lation didn't mark the end of anything. The 
question still before us is not preservation or . 
use of resources but how best to achieve both 
preservation and use. If this be a sermon, 
make the most of it! 

s. 3091, pending on the Senate Calen
dar, is being attacked by elements of the 
timber industry. Not only does Dr. Mc
Ardle have a distinguished public career, 
but also since 1967, he has served on the 
Board of Olink.raft, a major forest prod
ucts firm. Thus the views he expresses 
on sustained yield, timber production, 
and the pressures on the National Forests 

are most significant. I urge my colleagues 
to ponder his remarks when we begin de
bate to provide the kind of sound man
agement recommended by Dr. McArdle: 

The timber people were never silent. The 
pressures on the Forest Service for more tim
ber cutting on the national forests have been 
insistent, persistent, relentless, and never 
ending. There was never a week that I wasn't 
being beat upon to raise the amount of tim
ber which could be cut. We called it the 
"allowable cut," and a more disastrous term 
was never invented. We should have talked 
about sustained yield instead. 

The allowable cut figure these people 
wanted to establish included timber that 
could be easily reached and timber that was 
entirely inaccessible, timber that was use
able under present-day conditions and tim
ber that was not usable, small trees and 
large trees, good species and poor species, 
trees that would probably never be cut under 
any timber sales practice, and so on. In brief, 
they wanted the allowable cut figure to be 
based on everything. This led to misunder
standings because the timber they wanted to 
cut was the best timber and only the best. 

There is still relentless pressure for increas• 
ing the cut on the national forests. I think 
the present cut is around 11 billion board 
feet. During my term we aimed at eventually 
increasing the annual cut to 21 billion board 
feet. I think you can see that I was not op
posed to increasing the cut. But to increase 
the cut to such a large figure would require 
prompt and vigorous attention to improve
ment of the one-third of the national forest 
acreage that was in immature stands. Yet 
little or no money of this kind was being 
spent on these forests that would have to pro
vide the 21 billion feet we were aiming at. 
Such funds requests were consistently cut 
out by the Budget Bureau. 

... At this point, I might suggest that the 
forest industry people who were continually 
pressuring us to increase the cut on the na
tional forests, never once went to Congress 
during my time to ask them to appropriate 
money for building up the forest resource
only for money to make timber sales. The 
same thing is true of the 5 million acres of 
national forests which are lying nonproduc
tive right now because they need plantings. 
These are bm·ned areas that are not going 
to restock naturally. You understand that 
the Forest Service has a. provision under the 
so-called KV Act (Knutson-Vandenburg 
Act), which deducts from the price at which 
timber is sold enough money to reestablish 
forests on logged over areas. This has been 
effective, but it isn't taking care of the 
enormous backlog. It isn't taking care of 
these 5 million acres. Never once during my 
term as chief did any member of forest in
dustry come to my aid in asking Congress 
to appropl'iate more money for planting up 
these nonproductive areas. 

Despite the fact that ·;,he Forest Service 
already has sold enough timber to keep all 
current pm·chasers going for three years, 
there still is pressure to put more timber 
on the market. You could say that one pm·
pose is to force the price down. 

Another aspect which has to do with money 
is the increasing difficulty in making timber 
sales. It will take more time in the future 
because more provision wlll have to be made 
:(or environmental factors. So the answers to 
this ... are only partly money. It is, how
ever, a matter of more money to do all the 
other things that need to be done along with 
timber sales. The trees to be harvested sixty 
years from today should already have been 
planted and they haven't. 

I am not opposed to timber cutting on the 
national forests. Let me speak plainly: I am 
on record time and again favoring increas
ing the total cut on national forest lands to 
more than double what it was at the time 
I was chief. I still favor that. But I do not 

favor it at the expense of the other users of 
the national forests. And I do not favor in
creasing the cut unless we do the things 
that must be done to make this larger yield 
possible. It is one thing to say that it 
should be done, but it is absolutely wrong 
to assume that saying it should be done 
means that it will be done--or can be done 
immediately. Even if the Forest Service had 
all of the money that it wanted today, it 
could not increase the cut from 10 billion 
feet to 21 billion feet overnight. There isn't 
the manpower, and there are hundreds of 
other requirements that would have to be 
met. What particularly worries me is trying 
to increase the cut on the national forests 
without making provisions for a crop that 
needs to be coming along to provide a har
vest fifty or a hundred years hence. We're not 
doing this in any adequate measure. All the 
shouting has been, "Cut more, cut more." 

Finally, Dr. McArdle's observations on 
the findings of the report of the Presi
dent's Advisory Panel on Timber and 
the Environment are instructive. That 
report was issued in April1973 and called 
for significant increases in the amount of 
timber cut. Dr. McArdle, who is also an 
emminent research forester, labels as 
"ridiculous" the basis for the recommen
dation in that report: 

There are some well-known names as con
sultants in the report. I think the Forest 
Service very likely could agree with most of 
the recommendations. They are along the 
lines we have been talking about. Most of 
the recommendations are like saying we 
should respect motherhood, and I'm sure 
there'd be no objections to those. There are 
two recommendations that require careful 
attention. One of these is the proposal to 
greatly increase the cut of timber. I would 
be violently opposed to this if I were chief 
unless simultaneously we would do these 
other things such a-s planting nonproductive 
areas and giving attention to immature 
stands. In the past, what has happened is 
just what you said; the Congress has appro
priated money to make timber sales and it 
has not appropriated money to do thing 
that we need to insure our future crop of 
timber. In fairness to Congress the Bureau of 
the Budget has seldom allowed us to recom
mend them. Incidentally, the recommenda
tion in the Seaton report to increase timber 
cut l.s based on analysis of only four national 
forests. That is ridiculous. 

The first attack on the le:gislation now 
before the Senate was that it was a tim
ber industry proposal. Now that the bill 
has been reported, the timber industry is 
attacking it as being ''anti-industry." 
The truth is that the bill is neither. It is 
a reasonable piece of legislation which 
attempts to provide safeguards for the 
public interest while permitting a certain 
flexibility for the managers of our forests. 

As one looks at the current timber in
dustry attacks, and compares them with 
Dr. McArdle's observations, one can see 
that the industry goal is simply to in
crease the cut of timber with minimal re
gard for the important multiple-use _ 
values and the policy of sustained yield. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
letter from Dr. McArdle to the Forest 
History Society telling of the important 
role our distinguished colleague, Senator 
HUMPHREY, played in enacting the land
mark Multiple-Use-Sustained Yield Act 
of 1960. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
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5110 RIVER HILL RoAD, 

Washington, D.O. August 4, 1974. 
Mr. ELWOOD R. MAUNDER, 
Forest History Society, 
Santa Oruz, Oali/. 

DEAR WooDY: It occurred to me last night 
that one rather significant event in the 
course of getting the Multiple Use-Sustained 
Yield Act probably hasn't been touched on. I 
don't have copies of American Forests here 
to check Crafts' account beginning in the 
June 1970 issue (don't trust my memory on 
that date) but I don't remember that he 
mentioned it either in the printed version or 
the earlier typed version. I am quite sure 
that I did not mention it in my American 
Forests story which was deliberately made 
very short. I know it is too late to incorpo
rate this story in the manuscript you folks 
are now typing but I will look at the ceiling 
for a few moments and tell it to you anyway. 

You may recall that early in our interview 
you asked me if I had anything to add to 
this MU-SY story. Your question referred to 
my American Forests story I think. I said I 
had nothing more to say. (At that time I 
was expecting to wind our interview up in 
short order and had no desire to expand on 
my AFA account.) 

I think what I am now about to tell you 
is significant because it may well be that we 
would not have had a MU -SY law otherwise. 
I could be wrong, but looking back it seems 
to me that the chances were against it. 

On June 6, 1960 (I have checked this date 
in my diary) I was at Grand Rapids, Minne
sota to make the principal speech at cere
monies dedicating completion of buildings 
for what was then called the Grand Rapids 
Research Center (now called the Northern 
Conifers Laboratory or some such name). 

Zig (Zigmond A.) Zazada, the local l"e
search center leader, had rigged up a large 
flatbed truck as a speaker's stand and had 
placed this at one side of a pretty little 
meadow near the research center buildings. 
Out in front were hundreds of folding chairs 
that he had gotten from various places. The 
high school band was present and a big 
crowd of people, more than be had chairs for. 

I made my talk and when I turned from 
the speaker's stand to resume my seat I no
ticed that Senator Hubert Humphrey had 
arrived on the platform while I was speaking. 
While I was greeting Senator Humphrey I 
had one ear pointed toward Zazada to see 
how, as master of ceremonies, he would rec
ognize Humphrey. Humphrey had just told 
me that he had hired a plane to get from 
Washington to Grand Rapids especially to be 
present at this dedication. 

Zazada told the people present that they 
undoubtedly had noted the arrival of Sen
ator Humphrey and asked Humphrey to 
stand and take a bow. Zazada then began 
announcing the next event on the program. 
At that point I took the program away from 
Zig and told the audience that Humphrey 
had made the trip from Washington to 
Grand Rapids solely to be present on this oc
casion. I said I knew they would want him 
to have more of a part in the ceremonies 
than just to stand up and be recognized. I 
went on to say that as bureaucrats we saw 
members of Congress come and we saw them 
go and we had our own private opinions 
about their achievements especially their 
achievements in resource conservation. I had 
always admired Hubert Humphrey's sound 
ideas on conservation and I took this oppor
tunity to say so. I mentioned some of his ef
forts to promote the cause of conservation 
and ended by saying that I felt sure I spoke 
for his Minnesota friends in suggesting that 
Senator Humphrey give us whatever com-
ments he cared to make on this occasion so 
important to resource conservation in Min
nesota.. Humphrey spoke briefly and to the 
point obviously having intended to have a 
part in the program. 

After the ceremonies were over and Hum-

phrey and few others were having coffee with 
me he asked me if I was having any partic
ular worries in Wgghington. I said I certainly 
was having some super worries at the mo
ment and the chief worry was how to get the 
MU-8Y bill enacted. I explained why this 
proposed legislation was urgently needed and 
that it would be almost disastrous to the FS 
if not enacted. I described the long struggle 
we had had getting it through Congress and 
that the struggle was about over. But the 
situation looked pretty dark to us right then 
because the bill had struck a snag. Hum
phrey asked where the bill was at that time 
and what the snag was. I said the bill was 
hung up in the Senate. It was through com
mittee with a favorable recommendation but 
we couldn't seem to get it out on the floor 
for a vote. 

From here on the story is what I learned 
from Spencer Smith of the Citizens Commit
tee on Natural Resources. He told me that 
he was in Humphrey's office when Humphrey 
returned from Grand Rapids. Humphrey in
vited Spencer to accompany him to see Lyn
don Johnson, then majority leader of the 
Senate. Smith said Humphrey barged into 
Johnson's office without ceremony and de
manded (expletives deleted) why Johnson 
was holding up the MU bill. Johnson said 
there were objections to the bill, by one Sen
ator especially. (I know who this was but 
see no reason to say so here.) Anyway, the 
long and short of it is that Humphrey 
blasted the bill loose. It came up for a vote, 
was passed and President Eisenhower signed 
it June 12. 

We might have been able to get this bill to 
a vote without Hubert Humphrey's assist
ance but looking back on the situation I am 
by no means certain that we could have done 
it. Humphrey came to our aid at a crucial 
time. His help was effective. When bouquets 
are being handed out for credit in getting the 
MU-8Y legislation enacted I don't want 
Hubert Humphrey forgotten. Without his 
help maybe there wouldn't have been a MU
SY Act today. 

Another aspect of the MU-8Y legislation 
that should be covered sometime by some
body is how the definitions got into the Act. 
Maybe Crafts told about this. The definitions 
were not in the draft legislation when we 
sent it to Congress and were not in our letter 
of transmittal. Senator Hart was the person 
mainly involved in this. The FS wrote the 
definitions for him. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD E. McARDLE. 

SPLITTING THE OIL COMPANIES 
WILL NOT HELP 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am 
concerned about present efforts to break 
up the major oil companies in the United 
States. This effort arose out of the 
assumption that the majors used collu
sion to increase prices during the Arab 
oil embargo, and it has culminated in 
the introduction of Senate bill 2387. The 
bill would break up all large oil com
panies under the guise of restoring and 
promoting competition in the petroleum 
industry. 

However, the whole premise of the bill 
is disputed by an article in the May 1 
edition of the Washington Post by 
Prof. M. A. Adelman of MIT. Professor 
Adelman pointed out that the oil indus
try's greatest concentration occurs in the 
refining segment and even there the 
largest eight companies account for only 
58 percent of the market. It takes the 
largest 20 :firms to get 85 percent. This 
is far less concentration than steel, 
aluminum, or automobiles and is about 

average for all manufacturing. Professor 
Adelman also points out in his article 
that the full effect of disintegrating the 
oil companies into separate entities could 
actually result in a decrease in com
petition. There would be nothing gained 
by divestiture except a vast exercise in 
shutning papers. The main result of the 
bill would be to restrict many companies 
with knowledge of a market from ever 
entering that market. For example, who 
knows better about the need for building 
a new refinery than petroleum pro
ducers and distributors. 

Mr. President, the oil industry is less 
concentrated than many of the other 
major industries, and the question 
should be why are they being singled out? 
Is it possible that S. 2387 is meant to be 
a form of punishment of the oil com
panies for the increased price of petro
leum products. If so, Mr. President, I am 
very disturbed by the implications. 

The article by Professor Adelman, a 
distinguished professor of economics at 
the Massachusetts Institute of Tech
nology, who is not tied with consumers, 
big oil, or any other interested factions, 
clearly illustrates the problems that 
would occur if divestiture becomes a 
reality. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
article entitled "Splitting the Oil Com
panies Will Not Help" be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 
SPLITTING THE OIL COMPANIES WOULD NoT 

HELP 

(By M.A. Adelman) 
Congress should reject the proposals for 

disintegration of oil companies into separate 
entities for producing, refining, and market
ing. "Vertical divestiture" would be expen
sive. It would diminish competition at home. 
It would waste our chance to increase com
petition abroad. And it would make almost 
no difference, one way or the other, in terms 
of efficiency. 

The industry's contention, that vertical in
tegration helps efficiency, is unfounded. Com
mon ownership of these activities, by one 
company, neither saves money nor costs any. 
(There are bound to be some exceptions to 
the rule; relatively, they are unimportant.) 
Most companies became integrated long ago 
for reasons that are now history. They ha"e 
stayed integrated because there is no reason 
to change. One oil company president says 
integration gives "security of supply" of 
crude oil to the refinery. As Frederic Scherer, 
chief economist at the Federal Trade Com
mission, has pointed out: I! "security of 
supply" is a problem, that is a signal of a 
noncompetitive crude market, where sellers 
can deny supply to some buyers. In fact it 
is no problem. Anybody can buy any amount 
he wants, except when governments restrict 
the supply. 

The industry's job, of arranging an im
mense flow of sticky combustible liquids, is 
made no easier or harder by common owner
ship of the segments. A company that on 
paper is bala-nced and produces "enough" 
crude for its own use actually has to dispose 
of much or most of it to others. Oil is where 
you find lt, scattered ln thousands of fields 
all over the country or the world. It often 
doesn't pay to bring it home. 

If we could by some magic wake up tomor
row to find that three or four going concerns 
had overnight replaced every integrated oU 
company, there would be no substantial loss. 
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But in fact divestiture would be a vast exer
cise in shufillng papers, transferring title to 
huge assets of plant, cash, and people (and 
also assigning debt). Every company would 
try to keep the best and sell ol' spin off the 
rest. Investment decisions on the new plant 
and equipment and methods needed to cope 
\•:ith new situa.tions today need all the at
tention possible. They would have to be kept 
on the back burner because too much money 
would depend on sorting out what was al
ready in place. 

When it was all over, even putting to zero 
the costs of delay and disruption, we would 
have less competition because refiners, for 
example, would no longer be free to enter 
marketing, or vice versa. Freedom of entry 
helps keep any trade competitive. Custom
ers and suppliers are usually bett~r informed 
about the trade than outsiders. A crude pro
ducer on one side, a marketer on the other, 
may know that refining some product 1n 
some part of the country is yielding some 
lush returns, which they would like to share. 
Their abillty to enter refining or even the 
threat of new entry, helps persuade those 
already inside to build new capacity. If they 
don't, the newcomers will. Divestiture would 
stop vertical entry. 

A Boston marketer, Northeast Petroleum, 
prospered and grew over the years and is 
now completing, in Louisiana, the only new 
American refinery in several years. The di
vestiture bill would keep such people out of 
refining unless they stayed small enough 
in marketing-in which case they would not 
be refining candidates. 

Increasing barriers to entry is odd because 
the stated purpose of vertical divestiture iS 
to increase competition in oil. But if each 
sector of the oil industry 1s competitive, 
there is no way by which vertical integra
tion can make it less so. Market power at 
any one stage of the industry can be spread 
backward or forward througb. vertical inte
gration. A refiner monopoly would have the 
crude producers and the marketers at its 
mercy. But 1f there is no power, there is 
nothing to spread. Hence the crucial question 
becomes: How competitive are the various 
segments of the oil indUstry? 

In the United States, state and federal 
governments have often intervened to re
strict output and raise prices, because the 
domestic industry could not rig the market 
by its own effort. The domestic oil industry 
was and is strongly competitive. Concentra
tion is low. 

The refining segment is the most concen
trated. But even here the largest four sellers 
account for 33 per cent of sales, the largest 
eight for about 58. It takes the largest 20 
to get to 85 per cent. This is, of course, far 
less concentrated than steel or aluminum or 
automobiles, in fact, .oil refining is just about 
average for all manufacturing industry. Gro
cery retailing, per local metropolitan area, 
is more concentrated than oil refining na
tionally, and the oil market is close enough 
to national to make the national statistics 
relevant. 

When the largest four accqun t for only a 
third, and even the largest 20 account for 
90 per cent, they cannot act together, except 
secretly, to restrain output or raise prices. 
It is no bad thing that the great size of the 
oil companies puts them into the goldfish 
bowl, their every move scrutinized. 

Low concentration and many competitors 
insure competition because each seller-to
day, because of Imports, even the whole 
American industry-is a "pl'lce-taker ... He 
adapts to the price but cannot a:ffect it, be
cause he cannot 'aifect the industry's total 
output--which sets the price. The burden o:! 
any independent action In expanding sales, 
by offering .customers more, is borne by th.e 
industry, the benefit goes all to the mav
erick. (For this reason, an oil company own
jug coal mines that produce only a small 
per cent of the coal will act like an inde-

pendent coal producer, and produce very bit 
of coal profitable at the current coal price. 
Any eifect on the price of oU will penalize 
the oll industry as a whole and will have no 
effect on his profits.) and every competitor 
knows that it he doesn't act independently, 
somebody else will. 

Some fear that oil companies can control 
output and prices through joint ventures. 
This fear should not survive a little re-
1lection. Joint ventures are most important 
1n bidding for federal lands, with payment 
in billions. Even a little collusion would be 
very rewarding. None has been alleged. (Even 
a small improvement in bidding procedures is 
well worth seeking, however.) Once a group 
Wins a bid, the amount of production they 
can develop, even in the biggest lease, is tiny 
relative to the market. In their own interest 
the owners must operate the lease as though 
they were a single independent firm, unable 
to inftuence price. For maximum profit, they 
must push the output to the point where 
additional expansion would 1nfilct cost high
er than the price. 

Finally, vertical divestiture would not dis
turb the cartel of the producing nations. 
The cartel is endangered only when more oil 
1s offered than demanded. When and if sup
pliers crowd each other out by offering better 
terms, and a game of musical chairs begins, 
the price will drop. 

It is a truism today that the cartel nations 
use the multinational oil companies to clear 
the market. The governments sell almost ex
clusively through oil companies, whose mar
gins are too narrow to allow any but tr1filng 
price cuts. Therefore the companies cannot 
put additional amounts on to the market to 
displace a rival, who might retaliate by 
cutting price again. "Hard bargaining" by in
dependent refiners, dealing with independ
ent producing companies, will accomplish no 
more and probably even less than today's 
integrated producing companies dealing with 
the cartel governments. 

Only the governments can oversupply, be
cause only they have the cheap crude. So 
long as nearly every government refrains 
from independent offers, the total offered 
in the market adds up to the total demanded 
by consumers. Then the cartel holds to
gether, and can even tolerate a maverick or 
two. Saudi Arabia, in the summer of 1974, 
earned millions of brownie points with our 
government by announcing a crude oil auc
tion to bring down prices. After getting the 
maximum publicity, they cancelled the 
auction. That was a lesson. (Our State 
Department, which learns nothing and 
remembers nothing, is still high on 
"cooperation" with the cartelist-in-chief.) 
Put Aramco (Arabian-American Oil Co.) 
into the picture, or leave it out, and the l'e
sult is the same--no additional supply, no 
beating down the price. 

What the cartel nations really fear, as Iraq 
said so well last autumn in threatening Ku
wait, is "competitive bidding among pro
ducers," that is, among producing nations. 
For the next few years the great excess of 
producing capacity will keep the cartel 
vulnerable. That excess may last into the 
l980s. or it may not. But now is the time 
to use the excess as a lever to damage the 
cartel and bl'ing down prices. 

Vertical divestiture would keep Congress 
and the oil industry busy for years, spinning 
their wheels going no place, postponing in
vestment decisions, losing a chance for active 
defense against the cartel, admitting finally: 
"I wasted time, and now doth time waste 
me." 

ONLY BROADCAST SPEECH NOW IS 
NOT PROTECTED 

Mr. PROXl'viiRE. Mr. President, the 
U.S. Supreme Court ruled Monday that 
advertising is protect9d speech. 

What that means is that advertising 

has joined the daily press. magazines, 
pamphlets, and movies as enjoying a 
great deal of protection under the first 
amendment. 

Mr. President, now only broadcasting
l'adio and television, the mo.st heard voice 
in Americ~oes nat enjoy the full pro
tection of the first amendment guaran
tees of free speech and of a free press. 

The decision Monday was in a case 
involving the advert!sing of prescription 
drug prices, a Virginia case. 

According to the Washington Post, the 
Court said: 

Advertising, however tasteless and exces
sive it sometimes may seem, is nonetheless 
dissemination of information. 

Yet, there are too many in this land of 
liberty who want to impose their values 
their judgments on what is broadcast o~ 
radio and television. They want to inter
fere in the dissemination of information. 

Only last week the Federal Communi
cations Commission found that eight 
California radio stations violated the so
called fah·ness doctrine in broadcasts of 
announcements by a public utility pro
posing the immediate construction of nu
clear powerplants. 

In citing the radio stations, the FCC 
noted the number of minutes the broad
caster gave to each side of the contro
versy. 

The FCC did that despite a longstand
ing policy that stopwatches would be ap
plied only to equal time cases, which are 
restricted to broadcasts by qualified po
litical candidates. 

What is more, the stations have been 
ordered to tell the FCC how they in
tend to meet theh· "fairness obliga
tions" in the future. One of the stations 
was ordered to submit "specific informa
tion as to its future programing plans 
regarding the issues addressed" by the 
utility's spot announcements. 

Mr. President, it matters not whether 
the spot announcements are right or 
wrong, for the perception by the people is 
not a matter for the Government to deal 
with. It is a matter for the people to 
deal with themselves. They are capable 
of deciding between truth and falsity. 

Indeed, on June 8 the people of Cal
ifornia will decide at the polls on the 
future of nuclear power. 

The Government has no business un
der the Constitution in abridging free 
speech and a free press in dealing with 
ideas. That is why we have the first 
amendment. 

The Supreme Court went a long way 
Monday in that direction when consid
ering commercial speech on drug prices. 

The time is drawing near when the 
commonsense of the authors of the Bill 
of Rights will come crashing through ill
to the present to protect the rights of 
citizens over those who w.ould use Gov
ernment to control the news and infor
mation they get on radio and television. 

That is why I introduced S. 2, the 
First Amendment Claxification Act on 
January 15, 1975. 

AN INNOVATIVE APPROACH TO 
HIGHER EDUC TION 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I invite the 
attention of my colleagues to an exciting 
new concept in private and public post-
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secondary relationships. The John Wood 
Community College located in Quincy, 
Ill., offers students a. private college edu
cation at a publicly supported, low-cost 
tuition level. The 2-year college which 
has few faculty members, no buildings. 
and offers only a few courses has their 
students attend classes at one or more 
of the five private institutions in the area 
that have contracts with John Wood. As 
the costs of higher education continually 
mount, the innovative approach taken by 
John Wood may provide an approach 
that will help preserve private higher 
education. 

I ask unanimous consent that an arti
cle by Gene L. Maeroff, published in the 
New York Times, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PUBLIC COLLEGE FARMS OUT STUDENTS TO 
PRIVATE ONES 

(By Gene I. Maeroff) 
QuiNCY, ilL-Residents of this quiet Mis

sissippi River town have been given an un
usual opportunity to get a private college 
education at a low-cost, publicly supported 
tuition level. 

The arrangement has been made possible 
by the establishment here of the new John 
Wood Community College, which farms out 
almost all its 806 students to private colleges 
in the area. 

What has resulted is a rare relationship 
between the private and public sectors of 
post-secondary education, which is not 
fraught with the antagonisms that so often 
grow out of the competition for students. 

It is a situation that is expected to be 
watched closely by the nation's educators 
and legislators. There is mounting interest in 
finding ways to help preserve private higher 
education while maintaining the access to 
college that until now has been possible 
mainly through extensive subsidies of tax 
revenues to public institutions. 

Students at John Wood, a publicly-sup
ported, two-year college that has no full-· 
time faculty, owns no buildings and offers 
but a few courses of its own, pay their tuition 
to the community college and then attend 
classes at one or more of the five private col
leges that have contracts with John Wood. 

Among the few similar ventures elsewhere 
is Hudson County Community College Com
mission in New Jersey, which sends students 
to Jersey City State and to two nearby pri
vate colleges, St. Peter's and Stephens Insti
tute. Another such plan is under considera
tion for a community college district being 
developed in northwestern Pennsylvania. 

"There was no sense in putting up an
other campus to provide what five schools are 
already offering," said James L. Reed, a 
farmer who is chairman of John Wood's 
board of trustees. 

"We wanted to help the existing institu
tions if we could and we will give the plan 
every chance to work," he continued. 

"But when we find that we can do it 
cheaper ourselves there will have to be 
some changes made." 

Three institutions with religious sponsors, 
Quincy College (Roman Catholic), Hannibal 
LaGrange College (Southern Baptist) and 
Culver-Stockton College (Disciples of 
Christ), and two proprietary institutions, 
Gem City College and Quincy Technical 
Schools, are being paid to educate John 
Wood students. 

Hannibal LaGrange an.l Culver-Stockton 
are on the Missouri side of the river and the 
other three institutions are in Quincy, a 
conservative, heavily German-American city 
of 60,000 t'llat is the hub of the community 

college district, which covers an area of 
1,823 square miles, where pork raising is a 
prime activity. 

Educators here acknowledge that the con
cern of the private institutions over the pros
pect of having to compete with a community 
college offering its own courses and low tui
tion had much to do with the development of 
what they called the "common market" con
cept. 

"It's not likely we could have surviYed in 
our present form," said Dr. Kenneth C. Con
roy, academic dean of Quincy College. "We 
simply could not have competed against a 
full-blown community college." 

As it is, Quincy College saw its enroll
ment fall from 2,000 in 1971 to 1,250 last 
year. It is the addition of the 309 John Wood 
students that Dr. Conroy says has helped 
stabilize the situation. 

Quincy Coliege's tuition of $900 a semester, 
for instance, is far higher than John Wood's 
$192. 

The separate contracts that John Wood 
has with Quincy College and the four other 
institutions call for a per-credit-hour pay
ment approximately equal to the instruc
tional costs. John Wood is able to augment 
its tuition income with allocations it gets 
from the State of Illinois and from its local 
community college district tax assessments. 

Students attending the private institu
tions through their affiliation with John 
Wood seem to be virtually indistinguishable 
from those who enroll directly in the five 
colleges. 

They sit alongside one another in classes 
and some John ·wood students even live in 
the dormitories at the participating colleges. 
A John Wood student was even captain of 
the cheerleaden at Hannibal LaGrange. 

"I suppose that if I went to John Wood 
students and asked them the name of their 
college, nine out of 10 would name the school 
they attended instead of John Wood," said 
Marc Ma.gliari, the president of John Wood's 
fledgling Student Government Association, 
which sponsors activities to bring together 
John Wood students from the five campuses. 

Mr. Magliari, whose classes are at Quincy 
College, is having John Wood sweatshirts im
printed as a way of fostering a spirit of unity 
among the disparate student body. 

There have been slight compl1catlons fur 
John Wood students, such as being barred 
from varsity sports at Quincy College and 
not being able to join sororities at Culver
Stockton. 

Also, the Federal Government for a time re
sisted givihg aid grants to John Wood stu
dents and had to be convinced that the stu
dents should not have to apply through the 
contract colleges. 

The degree of student assimilation is such 
that the North Central Association of Col
leges and Secondary Schools warned in grant
ing John Wood "candidate for accreditation" 
status that the common-market approach 
posed certain dangers. 

"The college will need to develop a positive 
image demonstrating that it is a viable, com
prehensive institution of learning and not a 
phantom institution which functions as a 
clearing house for educational services," the 
association's report stated. 

Officials of John Wood, which is named in 
memory of an Illinois governor, insists that 
the college is much more than simply a con
duit for deliverin.; tax dollars into the private 
sector. 

STEEL-PRODUCING NATIONS IN 
EUROPEAN COMMON MARKET 

Mr. CANNON. I am very much dis
turbed by the refusal of the steel-pro
ducing nations in the European Common 
Market Community to negotiate orderly 
marketing agreements to limit American 

imports of stainless steel and other 
specialty steels. 

In 1972, the full Committee on Armed 
Services of the Senate concluded, after 
comprehensive hearings before its Sub
committee on General Legislation, that 
the specialty steels are essential to the 
national security. It is impossible to 
have strength in weapons without hav
ing strength in the American specialty 
steel industry. These metals are used in 
airplane engines, helicopter driveshafts, 
tubing for the nuclear powerplants of 
submarines, landing gear assemblies, 
machine tools for weapons manufac
ture-just to mention a few. Further
more, it is impossible to make wea;lons 
without electricity, and it is impossible 
to make electricity without specialty 
steels. Every electric powerplant in the 
country depends on specialty steels for 
rotors, bearings, shafts, tubing, and 
gears. Obviously, the industry is essential. 

Yet, until very recently, the adminis
tration has been indifferent to the fact 
that imports of stainless and tool and 
other specialty steels have been conquer
ing the American market, to the detri
ment of income and employment in our 
own industry. The most serious feature 
of this penetration is that unemploy
ment means potential loss of critical 
skills and of income to pay for research 
leading to new technology closely related 
to our defense. 

So the European refusal to negotiate 
for limits on imports is bad news. It is 
tempered by reports that Japan will 
agree to a limitation, and by the fact 
that a delegation from Sweden arrived 
in Washington on May 21 to negotiate 
a limitation. Sweden is not part of the 
European Common Market--which in
cludes such specialty steel exporting na
tions as France, Britain, Italy, West 
Germany, Belgium, and Luxembom·g. 
President Ford's March 16 announce
ment warned that, in the absence of 
successful negotiation of orderly market
ing agreements, he would impose 3-year 
quotas on imports from the nonnegotiat
ing nations. Japan and whatever other 
countries do negotiate should get prefer
ential treatment. It is extremely impor
tant to the Nation and national employ
ment and technology and defense that 
the President hold to his resolve and 
impose the quotas. Otherwise, we will 
continue to watch the weakening of an 
essential industry before the flood of 
import-s. 

The flood does not abate. Stainless 
imports in March reached 16,000 tons-
tho highest 1-month amount since April 
1975. Tool steel imports for March 
reached 2,200 tons-the highest since 
June 1975. That is 27.5 percent of the 
month's domestic tool supply. Those im
ports exceed the level in January 1976, 
when the International Trade Commis
sion determined that stainless and tool 
steels ''are being imported into the 
United States in such increared auant~
ties as to be a substantial cause of seri
ous injury to the domestic industry." 

The Trade Commission on January 16 
recommended to the President that he 
impose quotas for 5 yea'I's. The President 
preferred to try to reach agreement with 
the exporting nations rather than uni
laterally to set quotas. 
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The danger in the President's delay 

since March 16 is that his administra
tion will be harassed by arguments to 
do nothing. It is argued that since eco
nomic recovery is on the way, the spe
cialty steel industry will share in there
covery and needs no protection from 
import . Another misleading argument 
is that p1ices of specialty steels have gone 
up since the International Trade Com
mission made its findings. But stainless 
steel prices have gone up less than costs. 
Current prices of many -probably 
most-stainless and tool steels are lower 
than they were at the begin.."ling of last 
year. No industry can survive if its prices 
do not keep pace with its costs. The 
moderate rising of specialty steel prices 
is not a valid reason to deny the specialty 
steel industry the relief it needs from 
imports. 

As for recovery the specialty steel im
port problem began long befol'e this 
year's recession. It has hurt the industry 
in good times and bad for many years 
past. The International Trade Commis
sion found that the problem of the in
dustry is one of long standing. 

The Commissioners had good fore
sjght. Imports are continuing their up
ward trend, and recovery in other parts 
of the economy is not stopping the im
ports. The prospect of recovery is not a 
reason to ignore the imports. They must 
be limited. 

If specialty steel were sharing the re
covery in full, the industry's prices would 
be going up faster than they are. There 
is pressure on prices for increase in 
wages and material costs. Wages inevi
tably move up. Nobody wants to freeze 
them. But their effect on steel prices is 
inescapable. 

Specialty steel pricing is affected by 
the fact it is produced in a highly com
petitive industry. The intense competi
tion is a restraint on price rises due to 
nonmarket factors. When foreign pro
ducers, subsidized by their governments, 
attempt to take control of the U.S. mar
ket, prices fall precipitously. In 1975 
when the quantity of imports of stainless 
and tool steels reached the all-time high, 
"the profit dropped approximately 86 
percent from what it was in the same 
period in 1974," according to the Inter
national Trade Commission report. 

Opponents of the recommendations by 
the International Trade Commission and 
the President's policy statement of 
March 16 accuse the Government of in
augurating a "protectionist"" program. 
That is a false accusation. 

In the Trade Act of 1974 the Congress 
armed the President with the means to 
prevent American industries from being 
injured by imports. The approach is 
fair. In specialty steels, the solution rec
ommended by the Commission assures 
the exporting nations a share in the 
U.S. market and a share in its growth. 

The course for the President now is to 
impose quotas on specialty steel imports 
from the countries that turn their backs 
on his offer to negotiate. The quotas 
should be long term, to remain in effect 
at least 3 years, in order to correct and 
overcome the long-term trend of imports 
which the Trade Commission cited. 

The President can revive confidence by 

stating that the quotas will not be re
voked before the 3 years are up, except 
on those countries which subsequent to 
June 14 negotiate marketing agree
ments. Such action will be good for em
ployment, good for Ame1ican technologi
cal leadership and good for the national 
security. 

TEA~!STERS: HOW MUCH FOWER? 

l\,1r. STEVENS. Mr. President, recently 
a ne\vspaper in my State, the Anchorage 
Daily News. was a warded the highest rep
ortori&l award in the country, the Pulit
zer Prize for public service. 

To earn this award required the invest
ment of a lru·ge percentage of the paper's 
reporting staff. three reporters sent out 
by Publisher Kay Fanning to cover one 
subject for 3 months. The Pulitzer gold 
medal rightfully belongs to all those at 
the News-publisher Fanning, who was 
willing to make this investment and en
com·aged and helped the reporting team 
in its efforts; the reporters who wrote the 
stories, Jim Babb, Bob Porterfield, and 
Howard Weaver, who resea1·ched, inter
vie,ved and dug deeply into their subject 
over the 3-month period; and the entire 
staff of the News, who took on extra work 
and overed for the three reporters sent 
out on the assignment. 

Th2 subject of the investigative ar
tie es was the influence of the Teamsters 
in Alaska. Thi'S was a sincere effort at 
making this powerful force better known 
to Alaskans. 

While media in other parts of the 
country, with far greater resources at 
their disposal, portrayed Alaska and the 
role of the Teamsters in the State in a 
highly exaggerated and sensationalistic 
manner, the News managed to take a 
reasoned approach and tone in its series. 
The validity of this approach was duly 
recognized with the awarding of the 
Pulitzer. 

As these investigative articles take a 
more accurate look at the Teamsters, 
which publisher Kay Fanning described 
in an interview later as "powerful but 
finite," I think people around the coun
try who have read and believed the sen
sational reports on Alaska could benefit 
by reading these articles, Wiitten by 
Alaskans who know the State and its peo
ple. 

Mr. President. I ask unanimous con
sent that the first of the Pulitzer Prize
winning Anchorage Daily News articles 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 
[From the Anchorage Dally News, Alaska, 

Dec. 4, 1975] 
TEAMSTER: How MUCH POWER? 

(By Howard Weaver and Bob Porterfield) 
Teamsters Union Local 959 is fashioning 

an empire in Alaska, stretching across an 
ever-widening slice of life from the infant oil 
frontier to the heart of the state's major city. 

Secure under the unquestioned leadership 
of Secretary-Treasurer Jesse L. carr, the em
pire has evolved in Just 18 years into a com
plex :maze of polltica.l, economic a.nd social 
power which towers above the rest of Alaska's 
labor movement--and challenges at times 
both mighty industry and state government 
itself. 

In recent weeks the union ha..o come unde!' 
increasing observation in Alaska and outside, 
but basic, key questions have b)cn left tm
a.I wered. How has the union amassed its 
power? Where does its structure reach? Who 
are its primary architects? What lies ahead? 

To answer these and other questions, The 
Daily News made a lengthy study of the em
pire. These are the basic facts. 

Lccal 959 has runassed its power ill n m.ml
ber of ways: 

With 23,000 registered members, the ur:ion 
is b,~· far the most influential and success
ful special interest group in the state; 

No other group-including the Republic<>.n 
party. which elected the governor-even ap
pro:tches the concentration of power which 
Teamsters ha e vested in Carr, the secretarv
treasu.t-er ar..d moving force of the union. • 

By means of a pension fund rapidly ap
proaching the $100 million level and an in
vestment policy which gives it considerable 
influence over the state's major fina.ncialin
stitmJon, 959 represents the most potent fi
nancial force of any Alaska-directed orga
nization. Measured in terms of Alaska inter
est, this appears true even in comparison 
with the oil giants and eJIWrging Native cor
porations now operating in the state. 

Despite an occasional upset, no other group 
has displayed such consistent political power 
here as the Alaska Teamsters. Spanning as 
it does both party and ideological boundaries, 
the union outst1ips either political party in 
this respect. 

The web of Teamster power stretches across 
the face and beneath the surface of Alaska. 
society, manifesting itself 1n a wide variety 
of forms. Local 959 and its related enterprises 
own property in Anchorage, Fairbanks, 
Juneau, Valdez and Palmer. It 1s developing 
multi-million dollar headquarters, office, 
commercial and recreational facilities here 
and in Fairbanks, and plans development in 
other areas when justified by the rapidly 
growing membership. 

The union also has invested more than $80 
million drawn from four trust funds to which 
employers contribute money. By channeling 
that money through the National Bank of 
Alaska (NBA)-where Carr sits on the board 
of directors-and investing it almost entirely 
in Alaska, the union has achieved consider
able lnfiuence in the Alaska financial com
munity and has become one of the area's 
biggest landlords. In past years the invest
ments were divided between mortgages, real 
estate, bonds and the stock market, but 
lately have been solely directed toward 
Alaska. housing and development. 

The trans-Alaska. pipeline, disputed 
though its ultimate impact on Alaska may 
be, has unquestionably been good to Local 
959. The swelling employment rolls and 
spiraling salaries generated by construction 
of the oll line have pushed the fortunes of 
the union to alltime highs-and likely wm 
have an impact greater than their dollars. 

Since many of the union workers employed 
on the pipeline project---15ome 8,000-9,000-
are unlikely to remain 1n Alaska long enough 
to become eligible to collect from retirement 
funds collected on their behalf, the pipeline 
dollars are a double bonanza for the union. 

Not only do the pipeline funds mount un
quickly since some workers will never claim 
their retirement, a lot of that money will stay 
put. 

In addition, the union and its building cor
poration have direct property holdings as 
well-some $33 million in planned assets, at 
the last count. 

That total includes more than $25 mil· 
lion for the planned mall-hospital-profes~ 
sional office complex which w111 sit on a con
troverslal state land lease at Airport Heights 
Road and 15th Avenue. Now under challenge 
from the state-which has declared the con
tract invalid-the lease first was called to 
question in November, 1974 when The Dally 
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News reported the contract had been ne
gotiated with former state officials to allow 
the union to pay less than $350 monthly to 
lease the 20 acres of public land. 

Also in the Teamsters portfolio is a 44.14-
acre site in Fairbanks-now valued at about 
$3 million-on which the union is construct
ing another massive office-headquarters com
plex. Advance publicity has put the eventual 
price tag there at $6.5 mlllion. 

The former Anchorage union hall, located 
at 1833 E. Fifth Ave., pales in comparison
but is itself assessed at about $661,350. The 
empire also owns a lot and building in Valdez 
worth $154,000; the 14.2-acre site of a 
planned recreational complex near the inter
section of Boniface Parkway and Tudor Road 
valued at $355,000; a large lot near Lake 
Otis Parkway and DeBarr Road pegged at 
$354,600; three downtown Fairbanks lots 
worth about $317,525; and a lot and bullding 
at 306 Willoughby Ave. in Juneau valued at 
$35,100. 

The Medical Dental Building Corporation, 
associated with the union through involve
ments with Anchorage Community Hospital, 
controls another $1.5 million in property. 

Teamsters also have access to their own 
credit union, a federally chartered institution 
which began in 1964. Now managed by Em
mitt Wllson, who served as commissioner of 
Commerce under Gov. William A. Egan, the 
facUlty automatically enrolls Teamsters 
through a seven cents-per-hour payroll de
duction plan and claims more than $2 mil
lion in assets. More than 8,000 members earn 
7 per cent interest on deposits with the 
Alaska Teamsters Federal Credit Union, 
which has in its 11-year history handled more 
than $10 mlllion in loans. 

The union also commands three leased 
aircraft and employs two pUots to fly the 
sleek Lear jet and two Merltn turbo-props. 
The aircraft are on standby as emergency 
medical evacuation ambulances for Team
sters, a chore they handle an average of seven 
times monthly, but also are used to ferry 
Carr and others to meetings in Alaska and 
Outside. 

Local 959 has buUt its empire on a number 
of foundations, but the most important clear
ly is its ability to win hefty contracts from 
employers in Alaska. 

Representing nearly 80 crafts and trades 
ranging from surveyors to long distance tele
phone operators, the impact of Teamster-won 
wages and fringe benefits spreads pervasively 
throughout the state. The fact that Team
sters earn such hefty incomes and have serv
ices from medical care to recreation, some 
employers say, means other Alaskans must 
pay more to live in the 49th State. 

A survey published by The Daily News last 
week reported a grocery basket filled with the 
same 26 items would cost $8.48 more in An
chorage than Seattle-but pegged only $1.79 
of that difference to freight charges. Al
though higher costs ln rents and utilities 
help boost local prices, an Anchorage grocer 
said, the difference is largely due to labor 
costs which are almost double the Seattle 
figure. 

One large Anchorage firm recently tallied 
up the cost of employing one Teamster
represented worker here and compared that 
total with a similar worker in Seattle. The 
difference in one year: almost exactly $12,000 
more in Anchorage. 

The tally showed graphic differences in 
some cost categories. Contributions to the 
union pension fund were $1,144 yearly in 
Seattle; in Anchorage the total was $4,368. 
The Seattle worker was paid wages of $13,344 
for working 1,920 hours; the Alaskan re
ceived $18,087 for working 80 hours less. 

The overall total for a Seattle worker was 
$15,732.92 for a year. In Anchorage, the total 
was $27,730.80. 

The dollar cost of employing Teamsters 
isn't the only worry whlch employers express. 

CXXII--982-Part 13 

Gov. Jay S. Hammond has voiced strong 
reservations about state employes being rep
resented in barga.inings by the Tri-Trades 
Public Service Council composed of Team
sters, Laborers and Operating Engineers. He 
questioned the conflict of loyalty which could 
come from having state workers dispatched 
directly from union halls. 

Hammond also got into hot water after 
he was quoted in the Los Angeles Times say
ing Anchorage pollee-whose employe asso
ciation is represented by Teamsters at bar
gaining time-are "Teamsters first and police 
second." Although the governor qUickly said 
he did not mean that as a blanket condem
nation-and despite immediate, angry denials 
from the Anchorage pollee chief and associa
tion leaders-Hammond's assessment finds 
support among a number of law enforcement 
personnel 1n Alaska-including some within 
the Anchorage Pollee Department. 

One example comes in the area of overtime 
paid for court appearances. Under the Team
ster-negotiated contract, a policeman who 
appears in court even five minutes beyond 
the end of h1s shift is automatically paid for 
four hours overtime. One patrolman, accord
ing to informed sources in the municipal 
government, boosted his salary by $1,154 in 
one month by overtime paid for court ap
pearances. He was an officer in the Teamster
a.tiUiated association, but others cashed 1n 
on the overtime provision as well. The total 
in court overtime for one month this year 
was •11,875.46-wtth •2,396.53 going to three 
officers. 

The high salaries and good benefits won 
for Teamsters Union members have inspfred 
in them a number of reactions--one of the 
most Important of which is loyalty. ''Given 
the salaries and that womb-to-tomb care, It's 
not hard to understand why Teamsters are 
willing to back Jesse (Carr) and the union,• 
one observer said. 

And back him they do. 
There are more registered independent 

voters (87,657), more Democrats (47,192) 
and slightly more Republicans (25,422) 
than card-carrying Teamsters in Alaska-but 
that 1s hardly a measure of the union's po
litical clout. Backed by its ab111ty to deliver 
money and votes and by the services of lob
byist Lewis M. Dischner, Local 959 has time 
and again demonstrated why It is rated the 
most consistent political force in Alaska. 

As the last gubernatorial election dramat
ically 111ustrated to political analysts, the 
behavior of traditional political groups 1s 
largely unpredictable-and that dilutes their 
power. 

In the face of that political unpredictabil
ity, the ability of the union to deliver a 
large bloc of ballots is especially impressive. 
While Hammond's victory in some measure 
refutes the union's reputation as king
maker, the Teamsters are yet a force with 
which any polltical candidate must reckon. 

In addition to votes represented by the 
membership, the union also delivers other 
key ingredients of political campaigning: 
dollars to fuel the campaign machine and 
manpower to keep it rolUng. 

In the 1974 elections, the union's volun
tary political arm reported spending more 
than $21,000 in campaigns in the state. As 
always, the political funds were spread across 
a wide range of candidates representing di
verse political philosophies. 

Although traditionally aligned on the is
sues with Democratic candidates, the union 
does not hesitate to back friendly hopefuls 
from any party. As early as 1962, for example, 
the union reported backing Republican Mike 
Stepovich with a $2,000 contribution and 
allotted $500 to Bruce Kendall, then a GOP 
candidate. Almost half the $5,850 of orga
nizing funds spent on politics that year went 
to Republicans. 

Teamster political activity doesn't stop 
when the votes are counted. The union paid 

Dischner $7,500 last year to keep its position 
before the Alaska Leg1s.lature. 

The Alaska Teamster story 1s far from over. 
Daily, Teamster involvement 1n Alaska 
grows with its bank accounts and member
ship list. Dally, the arms of the empire en
fold still more of the state. 

NASA SAVES MONEY BY TALKING 
MORE, TRAVELING LESS 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to report that the National Aero
nautics and Space Administration saved 
almost $1.3 million last year by using 
telephone conferences to replace travel 
by Government officials. 

NASA traditionally has been one of 
the better-managed Government agen
cies. This saving shows what can happen 
when responsible congressional over
sight stimulates an agency to keep a 
close watch on costs. 

The space agency made these savings 
by setting up a teleconference system 
at 34 locations in its installations and 
key contractor facilities throughout the 
Nation. These rooms are linked by high
fidelity telephone lines for voice com
munications and special facsimile equip
ment that allows charts and graphs to 
be displayed at each conference sUe. 
This network is controlled by a switch
board at NASA's Marshall Space Flight 
Center, Huntsvllle, Ala. 

NASA estimates that using the tele
conference system replaced 4,663 trips in 
1975. The agency found in September 
1974 that the average official trip cost 
$309. That figure surely would be higher 
today. NASA computes the saving in 
travel costs at $1,440,867. Subtracting 
the teleconference circuit leasing cost 
of $157,344 gives a net saving of $1,283,-
523. 

This net saving was about 9 percent 
of NASA's travel budget last year. This 
year, the agency tells me, it expects to 
save about 20 percent of its travel budget 
through more extensive and efficient use 
of the teleconference system. 

Mr. President, NASA performance in 
cutting costs by reducing Federal travel 
costs and reducing the number of per
sonnel by saving time sets a standard 
that other Government agencies should 
emulate. 

TIMBER MANAGEMENT 
Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, recent 

court decisions affecting timber manage
ment on National Forests in Alaska and 
West Virginia based on a narrow inter
pretation of the 1897 Organic Act have 
nationwide significance. 

If left unchanged the impact of these 
decisions throughout the Nation could 
result in a reduction of timber supply 
from the National Forests of approxi
mately 50 percent. This would lead to 
widespread unemployment throughout 
the wood products industry and to high
er prices to consumers. 

Legislation to correct the problems 
raised by the court decisions has been 
approved by the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry, which held joint hear
ings and markup sessions with the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
While the reported legislation, S. 3091, 
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does correct the 1897 Organic Act pro
visions which led to the court decisions, 
several sections of the bill have raised 
some concerns about limitations on tim
ber management and their effects on the 
economy. If these concerns are justified 
it is hopeful that clarifying amendments 
can be adopted when the legislation 
reaches the Senate :floor. 

Mr. President, to illustrate the inter
est in this situation beyond West Vir
ginia and Alaska, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
joint memorial recently adopted by the 
Arizona Legislature. 

There being no objection, the Joint 
Memorial was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 
A Joint Memorial urging congressional ac

tion to protect and promote the multiple
use concept of national forests 
Whereas, federal court decisions based on 

narrow interpretations of the 1897 Organic 
Act that restricts management of the Mo
nongahela and Tongass National Forests 
have severely reduced supplies of timber, 
pulpwood and other wood products from 
nine national forests in a four-state region 
of the eastern United States and in part of 
Alaska; and 

Whereas, these decisions have established 
strong legal precedents and other court cases 
are pending or foreseen that could apply 
a restrictive interpretation of the United 
States Forest Service's forest management 
and timber sales authority to all of the na
tion's one hundred fifty-five national for
ests, including the seven national forests in 
Arizona; and 

Whereas, on a nationwide basis, the result
ing timber sales "embargo" would drive the 
prices o! lumber, plywood, paper and other 
forest products beyond the reach of many 
customers, elim1nate the jobs of more than 
one hundred thousand people directly de
pendent on national forest timber, adversely 
affect the livelihood of four million others 
who depend to varying degrees on timber re
sources, escalate the cost of housing already 
in short supply to even greater heights, im
pede the recovery of the home construction 
and forest products industries which have 
yet to emerge from their worst slumps on 
record, increase inflationary and recession
ary pressures and generally disrupt the na
tional economy in the same manner as the 
recent Arab oil embargo; and 

Whereas, in Arizona more than four thou
sand people are employed in forest related 
operations largely dependent on timber sales 
from the seven national forests in the state 
that contain more than two million three 
hundred thousand acres of commercial for
est land which would be impacted by appli
cation of the Monongahela decision in Ari
zona; and 

Whereas, twenty-five per cent of the re
ceipts of the federal treasury from national 
forest income, of which timber sales is the 
major contributor, that annually go to coun
ties in lieu of land taxes to help pay for 
schools and roads would be dramatically re
duced and create fiscal problems for thirteen 
counties in Arizona; and 

Whereas, the court decisions ignore nearly 
eighty years of advances in the development 
of scientific forest management practices by 
upholding a law passed three years before 
the first forestry school was opened in the 
United States; and 

Whereas, the court decisions effectively 
prohibit the practice of professional forestry 
in the national forests and therefore seri
ously retard the improvement in tree growth 
and forest management that are needed to 
insure adequate supplies of timber for future 
generations; and 

Whereas, the restrictions in forest man
agement would reduce the quantity and 
quality of browse and forage needed by wild
life and livestock; and 

Whereas, the restrictions in forest man
agement would adversely impact the regula
tion and protection of water resources, a par
ticularly vital matter for industrial, agricul
tural and domestic users in Arizona; and 

Whereas, the decline in timber sales would 
retard the construction and maintenance of 
roads needed for access into the forest not 
only for timber removal, but for recreation, 
mining and protection against natural catas
trophes such as fire, insects and disease; and 

Whereas, the court decisions generally pre
vent the Forest Service from achieving the 
management directive set forth in the 1960 
Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act, which re
quires "the achievement and maintenance 
in perpetuity of a high-level annual or reg
ular periodic output of the various renew
able resources of the National Forests without 
impairment of the productivity of the land"; 
and 

Whereas, the Society of American Foresters, 
a national organization with twenty thou
sand members representing the forestry pro
fession in the United States, has formally 
stated it is "gravely concerned about the 
adverse impacts on forest land management" 
of the court decisions, and sees a "clear need" 
to revise the 1897 Organic Act in order to 
"encourage flexibility in forest management 
so that management prescriptions for each 
forest area are appropriate in terms of the 
area's capabilities and provide for contin
u1ng fulfillment of human needs in a way 
which is environmentally sound"; and 

Whereas, the courts, which have called the 
1897 Organic Act an "anachronism" and rec
ognized the serious economic repercussions 
of their decisions, have said it is up to Con
gress, not the courts, to remedy the situa
tion. 

Wherefore, your memorialist, the Legisla
ture of the State of Arizona, prays: 

1. That the Congress of the United States 
enact legislation immediately to assure that 
the forest product needs of consumers and 
the well being of those whose livelihood de
pends on our forest resources in Arizona and 
elsewhere across the United States will not 
be further jeopardized by an abandonment 
of the multiple-use concept, which directs 
the use of our national forests for a broad 
range of needs and purposes, including 
watershed protection, fish and wildlife devel
opment, rangeland for livestock grazing, rec
reation, scenic enjoyment, as well as a source 
of wood fiber. 

2. That such legislation not restrain pro
fessional management of our national forest 
lands that is so essential now for the use 
and enjoyment and to meet the needs of 
future generations. 

3. That copies of this memorial be dis
patched to the President of the United States, 
to the President of the United States Sen
ate, the Speaker of the United States House 
of Representatives, and to each member of 
the Arizona Delegation to the United States 
Congress. 

THE SOUTH CAROLINA GENERAL 
ASSEMBLY SUPPORTS H.R. 8318 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, on be

half of Senator THURMOND and myself, I 
would like to bring a concurrent resolu
tion, passed by the South Carolina Gen
eral Assembly, to the attention of my 
colleagues in the Senate. It memorializes 
Congress to enact H.R. 8318 in order that 
certain citizens will not be deprived of 
medicaid and other benefits. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
resolution be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
A concurrent resolution memorializing Con

gress to enact H.R. 8318 in order that cer
tain citizens will not be deprived of medic
aid and other benefits 
Whereas, effective July 1, 1976, many citi

zens of this State, as well as many other 
states, will become inellgible to receive 
Medicaid and certain other benefits because 
of cost of living increases in benefits from 
Social Security or other federally funded 
programs; and 

Whereas, a B111 H.R. 8318, is now pending in 
the United States Congress which would rem
edy this problem. Its title reads "A Bill to 
amend the Social Security Act to make cer
tain that recipients of supplemental security 
income benefits, recipients of aid to families 
with dependent children, and recipients of 
payments under the veterans' benefit pro
grams and certain other Federal and fed
erally assisted programs will not have the 
amount of such benefits, aid, or payments 
reduced because of increases in monthly so
cial security benefits." Now, therefore, 

Be it resolved by the Senate, the House of 
Representatives concurring: 

That Congress is hereby memorialized to 
enact H.R. 8318 in order that many deserving 
citizens throughout the United States will 
not be deprived of Medicaid and certain 
other benefits because of cost of living in
creases in Social Security benefits and other 
federally funded programs. 

Be it further resolved that copies of this 
resolution be forwarded to the Clerk of the 
United States Senate, the Clerk of the United 
States House of Representatives and to each 
member of Congress from South Carolina. 

HOW POSTAL COSTS ENDANGER 
AMERICA'S READING HABIT 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the dis
tinguished Senator from Arizona <Mr. 
GoLDWATER) recently wrote an eloquent 
statement regarding increased postal 
rates and their impact on a free press. 
Many of our colleagues joined Senator 
GOLDWATER, Senator McGEE, and myself 
in proposing legislation which would 
mitigate the dramatic postal rate in
creases for second class or newspaper or 
magazine postage rate. Senator GoLD
WATER has been in the forefront in the 
fight to insure public access to a free 
press. I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the remarks of 
the junior Senator from Arizona as they 
appeared in the Journal of Legislation, 
Notre Dame Law School. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Washington Star, May 2, 1976] 
How POSTAL COSTS ENDANGER AMERICA'S 

READING HABIT 

(By Barry Goldwater) 
A serious threat to the American reading 

public has gone almost unnoticed. The news 
media conveyed little information to the 
public about the problem, treating it more 
as in-house business than as the legitimate 
news story it really is. 

But haunting the American press today are 
monstrous increases in the cost of sending 
its product in the mails. This financial bur
den on the press endangers its very existence 
as a diverse, numerous and independent in
stitution. 

As a result of the reform of the old Post 
Office Department from a governmental unit 
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into a quasl-Inaepenaent, private business 
known as the U.S. Postal Service, the rate 
for mailing publications has shot up dras
tically. At one point in 1975, the ruling of a 
single administrative law judge for the Postal 
Rate Commission threatened to increase 
m~iling rates for local newspapers by 250 per
cent, books by 96 percent, magazines by 121 
percent and nonprofit publications by 132 
percent. 

Although the Rate Commission did not 
adopt the recommendations of the law judge 
in full, stunning increases are nevertheless 
scheduled under two decisions already made 
by that body. For example, the rates current
ly paid by magazines and metropolitan news
papers have doubled since 1971, when the 
Postal Service began operations. As a. result 
of the most recent rate decision and new 
Postal Service proposals, the average rate 
paid by these publications will be nearly four 
times greater than what they were in 1971. 
In dollar terms, these magazines and news
papers paid $128 million to the Postal Service 
in 1971, and they will pay more than $450 
million in 1979. Average rate increases for 
nonprofit publications will be up 700 percent 
to 1,000 percent by 1981! 

The impact of these increases can be disas
trous to publications trying to keep their eco
nomic heads above water. Many nonprofit 
and profit magazines and newspapers that 
depend on mall delivery will simply fold up. 
Libraries will be forced to curtan their book
by-mail services and their book purchases. 
(The total circulation of newspapers and 
magazines in the mans is almost 9 billion Is
sues a year; half the books purchased by 
American libraries are delivered by mail.) 

It's the general public that stands to suffer 
the most. And remember, our society is based 
upon the premise that a self-governing 
people will receive the knowledge and infor
mation that is necessary for us to make re
sponsible decisions. 

And if churches find it too expensive to 
distribute religious materials in the mails, 1f 
retired persons' groups are unable to meet the 
cost of ma111ng news bulletins to their mem
bership, if schools must trim man purchases 
of classroom publications because of higher 
rates, or if small-circulation newspapers that 
meet the special needs of local communities 
disappear, who can predict what the impact 
upon the culture of the Amerioan people 
might be? 

With this in mind, I sponsored legislation 
with other members of Congress, eventually 
enacted, phasing large postal rate increases 
on maners of publications over a longer pe
riod of time than originally mandated by the 
Congress when it changed the postal struc
ture. "For-profit" magazines, newspapers 
and books are given until 1979 to adjust to 
the rising postage rates. Nonprofit publica
tions are allowed untU 1988 to cope With 
these increases. In other words, mailers of 
publications will pay the full rate of all post
age increases by the end of their respective 
adjustment times, but instead of having to 
meet what is in effect several years of in
creases in a single year, publications will be 
given a reasonable period of time for absorb
ing the costs. During the phasing period, 
Congress is to appropriate for the Postal Serv
ice budget the difference between the rate 
actually paid by mailers and the rate which 
would have been paid absent the phasing. 

The bill's sponsors had inserted language in 
the legislation which they believed would 
make the annual appropriations process 
nearly automatic, but did not count on the 
resourcefulness of the Office of Management 
and Budget in defending what they believe 
is an executive prerogative. So it shall be my 
aim to persuade Congress and the President 
to carry out the commitment we made tn 
putting the law on the books by funding the 
phasing program each year until it ends. 

How can a political conservative who ordi
narlly is skeptical of more public spending 

support this program? Basically there are six 
grounds which appear compelling: 

First, no permanent federal payments are 
provided. By 1988, all publlca.tlons w111 be 
paying the entire amount of all postage in
creases. 

Second, the rate increases were unantici
pated and unforeseeable consequences of ac
tion taken by the government when it trans
formed the old Post Office Department into 
the Postal Service. Instead of stabiUzing post
al costs as Congress expected, the change 
created a postal nightmare in the form of 
alarming rate increases. 

Third, the increases are beyond the con
trol of mallers, and not the result of bad 
business judgment by publishers. 

Fourth, there is solid proof that mailers 
have made every feasible effort they could 
to cope with increased mantng rates by im
plementing numerous cost-cutting measures 
which verge on affecting the very nature 
and quality of the publications being malled. 

Fifth, the circulation of the printed word 
in the mails has historically been treated 
as a public service which should be promoted 
by the government. 

Sixth, this is an area in which the subject 
of free speech, and all that means to the 
general public and our way of life, is truly 
involved. 

Does aid from the government in this caose 
hold any possibility of undermining the free
dom of the press? With the historic accept
ance of freedom of the press by the American 
people as a fundamental component of our 
Uberty, there can be no serious fear that our 
press would yield its independence for a 
chance to feed at the public trough. The press 
1n the United States would reject public 
aid long before it became too pervasive. The 
American public would never accept press 
aid at a level where it would approach the 
danger point-even if a rare publication 
could be found that would accept it. 

Thomas Jefferson once wrote that "were 
it left to me to decide whether we should 
have the government without newspapers, or 
newspapers without a government, I should 
not hesitate a moment to prefer the latter." 
His words do not end there, as is a. com
mon misconception, but with the added 
warning that "I should mean that every man 
should receive those papers. and be capable 
of reading them." Media historian John Teb
bel writes: "Jefferson understood that the 
effectiveness of the press in a democracy is 
in proportion to the number of people who 
are able to read its publications and take 
the time to do it." 

A relatively small amount of public funds 
is needed to provide time in which Ameri
can publications can adjust to steep in
creases in postage rates. Surely this program 
is deserving of the support of all who sup
port freedom. 

WHITHER AMTRAK? 
?vir. PELL. Mr. President, the Senate 

is now preparing to consider legislation 
to provide funding for the National 
Rail Passenger Corporation-Amtrak
for the coming fiscal year (S. 3131). 

During the past 3 years a great deal of 
time has been spent by the Congress on 
reorganizing and revitalizing our rail 
system. Under the leadership of Senator 
HARTKE, the main block of such legisla
tion has been completed. Now the task 
has begun of putting to good use the 
money Congress authorized. 

The main thesis of rail reorganization 
legislation is that if trains are made fast, 
comfortable, reliable and safe, riders will 
be attracted, thereby lessening the need 
for Federal involvement and lessening 

the strain on other modes of transporta
tion and needed resources. Yet Federal 
involvement is necessary in these initial 
stages to insure that rail transportation 
is brought up to an acceptable level. The 
Nation's taxpayers are now compensat
ing for decades of neglect by private rail 
companies in the Northeast/Midwest 
region. 

We have already seen how travelers 
have responded favorably to improved 
rail service in the Northeast corridor. I 
believe that high-speed rail will be the 
mode of the future in megalopoles such 
a-s Boston-Washington, Chicago-Detroit, 
Los Angeles-San Francisco, and others. 
But clearly high-speed rail must be 
given a chance. To atone for the mistakes 
and inaction of the past will not be easy, 
but it is essential if our Nation is to 
survive a time of energy and resom·ce 
scarcity, combined with increased 
mobility. 

Mr. President, the Washington Post 
of Sunday, May 9, 1976, contained an 
excellent analysis of Amtrak at the cross
roads, written by assistant financial 
editor William H. Jones. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
article be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

WHITHER AMTRAK? WHO WILL PAY THE 
FuTuRISTIC FREIGHT? 

(By Willlam H. Jones) 
Secretary of Transportation William T. 

Coleman Jr. was approached some time ago 
by a Midwesterner, who expressed an appre
ciation of Amtrak and urged that the federal 
government continue to support a national 
passenger train network. 

Coleman recalls that he asked how often 
this person rode an Amtrak train. The an
swer was about once a year-to visit a sister 
several hundred mnes away. 

As Amtrak celebrates its !lith birthday, 
having been born at 12:01 a.m. on May 1, 
1971, the central question about the tfuture 
of rail passenger service in the United States 
is whether millions of dollars of taxpayer 
money should be spent to permit a very small 
portion of the population the luxury of rid
ing an intercity train. 

In the view of Coleman and many other 
Ford administration leaders, as well as most 
officials of the railroad industry itself who 
speak out on such matters, the once-a-year 
travel example cited above is a misuse of 
federal funds. It would be cheaper, Coleman 
notes, to send the citizen by taxicab or com
mercial aviation. 

The fact is that less than 1 per cent of all 
intercity travel in America today is by rail 
and the train service that exists is being un
derwritten by evergrowing federal subsidies. 

A new report by the General Accounting 
Office. the congressional watchdog agency, 
concludes that from 1976 through 1980. at 
least $6.2 billion of federal funds will be 
needed to underwrite Amtrak's losses. This 
projected deficit is about $3.2 bUUon more 
than that estimated by the National Rail 
Passenger Corp. (Amtrak's formal name). 

Amtrak has reported losses each year since 
it was established by Congress as a "tor
profit" corporation, to rescue a skeleton sys
tem in intercity passenger service. In the 
absence of the federal solution sought by 
the government, private rail companies were 
eliminating unprofitable passenger trains as 
quickly as they could and the financial con
dition of some companies was worsened by 
losses on passenger trains that the Interstate 
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Commerce Commission found to be neces
sary for the public interest. 

As of June 30, 1975, Amtrak's operating 
losses totaled $839 million. Only about 50 
per cent of all costs are covered from pas
senger fares; in fiscal year 1975 Amtrak had 
expenses of $560 million and took in reve
nues of $247 million, for a net loss of $313 
mlllion. Federal grants have been given to 
cover these losses in addition to loan guar
antees to finance capital improvements. 

Although this spending is far less than 
the federal taxpayer has offered to subsidize 
highways for buses and cars, or airports and 
air-control facilities for planes, the reality 
is that around 85 per cent of all intercity 
trips in this country take place in a private 
automobile. 

In the third quarter of 1975, the latest 
period for which data are available at the 
Department of Transportation, the non-auto 
portion of intercity travel broke down as 
follows: 4 million passengers by Amtrak, 
36.5 mlllion passengers by bus, 55.4 million 
passengers by air. These figures do not in
clude nearly 61 mlllion passengers carried 
on non-Amtrak trains, since virtually all of 
these riders were commuters. 

Although Americans may not ride the 
trains very often, there is no question that 
many still love the trains, if only to have 
them around for the infrequent occasions 
when they want to use them-if planes are 
grounded in a storm, for example. 

But the attachment runs deeper; for many 
people, riding the train is part romance, part 
nostalgia. And there simply is no more re
laxing way to travel than on a comfortable 
train, with passing cities and countryside, 
people to talk with and a chance to read. 
There's a combination of fun and adventure 
on a train ride and a link to the country·s 
past that highways and airports can't 
capture. 

In a 1907 classic, "The Boys' Book of Loco
motives,'' J. R. Howden tried to figure out 
some of man's fascination with the train. 
IDtimately, he said, there is a romance be
cause "man sees in this product of his genius 
some reflection of himself." Said Kipling: 
"The locomotive is, next to the marine en
gine, the most sensitive thing that man has 
made." 

Still, Coleman says he can't figure out why 
anyone would want to spend the better part 
of a day traveling by train between Boston 
and Chicago when the same trip consumes 
only a couple of hours by plane, especially 
since every train rider won't pay enough to 
cover the full fare. 

Compared with other forms of intercity 
transportation, the GAO report noted, rail 
travel has received a much smaller share of 
federal expenditures in recent years. In fiscal 
1976, for example, highway outlays totaled 
$5.2 billion, air spending $3 billion, water
ways $2.4 billion, mass transit $2.1 billion, 
and rail only $700 million. Clearly, rail travel 
is not a top priority in the federal budget. 

There was a day in America when the 
passenger train was the best way to travel 
between cities, before automobiles and buses 
and highways, and before the airplane. Ra.U
road companies even competed for the busi
ness of l"iders, not so long ago. 

Take the example of service in 1902 be
tween Philadelphia and Atlantic City. Many 
businessmen established their families on 
the shore for the summer months and com
muted to work by either the Reading (56Y2 
miles of track) or the Pennsylvania (59 
miles) . Both railroads whose tracks were 
virtually parallel, operated morning and eve
ning expresses, including 10 minutes needed 
to ferry passengers across the Delaware River 
to the rail terminal in Camden, N.J. 
. The Reading made the trip in 46Y2 min

utes in 1902, with an average speed of 71.6 
miles an hour; for 35 consecutive mUes on a 
typical journey, the train was l'Unning as fast 

as 85.7 miles hour. Although the Pennsyl
vania train was a bit slower, the point iS 
that the two companies were competing for 
business, with each running modern vesti
bule cars and seeking fast service. 

Today, the competition for riders comes 
from the private automobile, the intercity 
bus and the airplane. In most cases, the 
1:ira1ns are slower than the fliers that used to 
speed toward Atlantic City from Philadelphia 
on a warm summer evening in 1902. Out
side of the South, where Southern Railway 
continues to operate some passenger trains 
on its own (having elected not to turn over 
its business to Amtrak}, Amtrak has a na
tional monopoly. 

Despite cynical comments by some Wash
ington politicians and others, comparing 
Amtrak's mounting losses to those of the 
U.S. Postal Sea.-vice and lumping the two to
gether as examples of what happens when 
business is taken over by government, the 
record to date shows that Amtrak has made 
significant strides in improving passenger 
service. 

Five years ago, Amtrak assumed rail opera
tions that had been causing annual losses 
for private il."ail firms of around $500 million 
a year. Thus, the economy in general and 
financially squeezed railroads in particular 
were aided by this new government venture 
from the start, by placing the burden for 
these losses on the general taxpayea.-. 

When it began, Amtrak operated trains on 
21 domestic routes designated by the federal 
government as a "basic" system. Today, Am
trak has 35 routes covering about 25,000 
route miles, with four points that connect for 
service in Canada and Mexico. 

During its initial years, Amtrak had to 
depend on the private rail companies for 
personnel, maintenance, stations and equip
ment. The passenger cars were old, the per
sonnel often were surly and the stations 
were dirty. 

In the Northeastern states, where Amtrak 
carries most of its passengers, the rail sys
tem was deteriorating almost daily under 
the managements of bankrupt companies, 
particularly at the Penn Central. Trains 
operating on schedules that didn't compare 
in speed with those of decades earlier, ar
rived late more often than not. 

When the energy crisis hit in the winter 
of 1973, Amtrak's facilities were pressed 
beyond capacity and some riders were turned 
off by bad service. But business boomed on 
the rails and the gasoline shortage and oil 
embargo combined to give Amtrak a psy
chological lift, cementing support for an in
tercity network on Capitol Hill. 

By now, most of the rail corporation's 
early problems have been solved. With new 
equipment being added every week, particu
larly along heavily traveled routes, it is the 
worst possible time to start talking about a 
cutback in service in order to trim the fed
eral budget deficit, according to Amtrak 
president Paul H. Reistrup. 

Only today, he argues, can a true test begin 
for public acceptance of quality intercity 
passenger travel. He agrees that some money
losing routes should be changed, either by 
different scheduling to make trains more at
tractive or by outright elimination if there 
is no evident appeal. But "the country seems 
to want" better rail passenger service, Reis
trup says, despite the administration's call 
for cutback. 

Amtrak's management has cited a number 
of "early indications" to support the belief 
that a test of public acceptance over the 
next five years will amount to a vote of con
fidence. In the Northeast corridor, primarily 
New York to Washin~ton, rail travel has be
come competitive with other types of trans
portation and may become profitable. Be
tween Detroit and Chicago, new turbine 
trains replaced conventional equipment and 
a more frequent schedule was started, re
sulting in a 72 per cent boost in riders. 

Goleman agrees that Amtrak should con
tinue to provide these corridor-type services 
between large cities, with federal aid as 
needed. Where he parts ways with Amtrak's 
management and a majority of the rail firm's 
directors in the future of longer distance 
intercity travel, such as the Chicago-to
Florida route, which operated with a loss of 
$8.3 million in the period from October 1974 
to February 1975, taking in revenues of only 
$2.2 million. Even on the popular New York
to-Florida trains, where revenues totaled 
nearly $13 million for the period above, ex
penses were $32 million for a net loss to 
Amtrak of $19 million. 

With new cars, faster speeds, and new 
routes for some trains, the management of 
Amtrak believes it can trim losses on its 
long-distance trains. Thus the future of 
Amtrak is being put to the vote of the public. 

A crucial period for Amtrak has started 
with major decisions expected in short order. 
Federal funding for the next fiscal year must 
be decided soon, with the Ford adminis
tration asking for a level of spending that 
Reistrup says will force his management to 
eliminate all but a few trains between key 
cities. Congress is expected to vote on the 
side of higher spending but the threat of a 
presidential veto has been mentioned. 

In addition, Amtrak's directors voted to 
cast aside administration objections and to 
acquire the passenger rail system between 
Boston and Washington; the Department of 
Transportation favored a lease arrangement. 
Talks on this ownership, including negotia
tions with labor unions, now are in progress 
and must be concluded this year. 

In any event, a key development for Am
tra-k is required federal spending to improve 
the rail facilities between Boston and Wash
ington, holding out the promise of vastly im
proved regional rail services within three 
years. A number of new trains also are being 
studied and a daily Washington-Richmond 
service will be added later this year. 

In Baltimore, the federal government will 
spend $385,000 to clean up the old Pennsyl
vania Station, $200,000 of city money will be 
used to improve the station site and $369,440 
of Amtrak funds will be spent to renovate 
ticket counters and restrooms, among other 
improvements. 

Congress has authorized $1.6 billion to im
prove the Northeast corridor service for 120-
mile-an-hour trains; within five years, Wash
ington-to-New York travel time will be cut 
to 2 hours and 40 minutes. 

For longer trains, meantime, Amtrak has 
launched extensive advertising and promo
tion campaigns, as well as discount price 
tickets and other fare experiments, including 
a new U.S.A. Ra.ilPass, offering unlimited 
travel for certain fixed prices (higher cost in 
summer, lower in winter). 

Nearly everyone agrees that the govern
ment was wrong five ye-ars ago to set up Am
track as a for-profit company. As a period 
of testing quality rail service begins, perhaps 
lasting another five years, the question for 
American taxpayers is how much of a rail 
passenger loss are they willing to subsidize 
every year as service the government should 
provide for the public at large. It will never 
make a profit. What sort of loss is acceptable, 
if any is? 

NONDEGRADATION FACT SHEET 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, many 
questions have been raised in this Cham
ber regarding the policy of nondegrada
tion under the Clean Air Act. This is an 
important policy first contained in the 
1967 Air Quality Act. It is a policy I 
helped develop and one I continue to 
support. 

I believe the Senate Public Works 
Committee has produced an important 
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clarification of that policy in the Clean 
Air Amendments of 1976-a clarification 
that is definitely superior to the present 
Environmental Protection Agency regu
lations which have governed the Nation 
for the past 18 months. On Apri.l 29 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on page 
11761, I gave a detailed explanation of 
the reasons why the committee bill is 
preferable to continuing the Environ
mental Protection Agency regulations, as 
the Moss amendment would do. 

I continue to believe that Congress has 
an obligation to try to define these pol
icies as has been done in the committee 
bill, even though we can abandon that 
obligation and leave resolution of the 
issues to the Agency and the courts, as 
the leading floor amendments would do. 

There are presently 18 printed amend
ments and half a dozen unprinted 
amendments to the committee bill. As I 
said upon introduction of amendment 
1656, rather than rewrite this bill on the 
Senate floor, it is preferable to adjust the 
Nox auto standard and extend the act for 
3 years. 

Many of the floor amendments pro
posed for nondegradation from miscon
ceptions regarding nondegradation pol
icy. In order to help Members evaluate 
the pros and cons of such a policy, I 
would like to provide some facts which I 
believe rebut the erroneous or mislead
ing allegations which have been raised 
against the committee's nondegradation 
proposal. 

ALLEGATIO 

Legislative hearings have not been held 
on this provision. 

FACT 

Since enactment of the 1970 clean air 
amendments, the Subcommittee ori En
vironmental Pollution has held 56 days of 
hearings to review implications of that 
act. Specific hearings on nondegi"adation 
were held in 1973, 1974, and 1975. In 1975, 
14 days of hearings were held and 48 
markup sessions were conducted. One en
tire day of hearings was focused com
pletely on nondegradation in 1975, and 
the subject was discussed in numerous 
other hearings that year. Legislative pro
posals submitted to and considered by 
the committee included President Ford's 
proposal, the Environmental Protection 
Agency's existing regulations, and legis
lative proposals from the following or
ganizations: The American Paper Insti
tute, the American Mining Congress, Du
pont, the National Association of Manu
facturers, Shell Oil, Utah Power & 
Light, Cast Metals Federation, Chamber 
of Commerce, National Association of 
Counties, the Electric Utility Industry, 
Continental Oil Co., the Sierra Club, and 
the State of New Mexico. The hearings 
were a combination of oversight and leg
islative hearings. 

ALLEGATION 

States have not been involved ade
quately in developing these amendments. 

FACT 

Twenty States joined the Sierra Club 
or submitted independent suits request
ing the courts to require a nondegrada
tion policy. These States joined the in
itial Sierra Club suit: Alabama, Con
necticut, Florida, Kansas, Louisiana, 
Maine, Massachusetts, New Mexico, New 

York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, 
Pe·nnsylvania, South Dakota, Vermont, 
Texas. These States filed independent 
suits requesting the courts to require a 
nondegradation policy: Dlinois, New 
York, Texas, California, Michigan, and 
Minnesota---Minnesota adopted the 
Michigan brief. Only three States op
posed the suits requesting the courts to 
require a nondegradation policy: Utah, 
Arizona, and Virginia. 

In addition to joining suits, the fol
lowing States have expressed support 
over the past several years for a policy 
of prevention of significant deteriora- · 
tion: Alaska, Colorado, Georgia, Hawaii, 
Idaho, Indiana, Kentucky, Maryland, 
Montana, Nevada, New Jersey, North 
Dakota, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and 
Wyoming. 

Eight States testified in 1975 during 
the clean air hearings: New Mexico, 
Nebraska, Texas, Colorado, New York, 
California, Montana, and West Virginia. 
All submitted comments on nondegrada
tion. Three meetings were held between 
the committee staff and State air pollu
tion control officials representing the 
Members of the Governor's Conference. 
In addition, 12 meetings were held be
tween individual State officials and com
mittee staff members. 

It was on the basis of the suggestions 
made in such meetings and statements 
from these witnesses that caused the 
Committee to make substantial changes 
in the legislative proposals regarding 
nondegradation. 

On May 12, the Chairman of the 
National Governor's Conference, Gov. 
Robert D. Ray of Iowa, sent a tele
gram opposing the delay of congressional 
action on this issue and said this: 

I would like to advise that the policy of 
the National Governor's Conference (NGC) 
call for a decision for Congress to allow 
each State maximum fiexibllity to incorpo
rate local guidance in its declslonmaking. 
An amendment to be offered by Senator Moss 
to s. 3219 would put off Congressional action 
on this action. 

Many States are concerned that the pas
sage of such an amendment would result in 
continuing litigation over present court
ordered Federal regulations and bring about 
uncertainties among the States and other 
interested parties in planning for overall 
development in clean air areas. Therefore, 
I urge you and your colleagues to insure that 
the vital issue of prevE'ntlon of significant 
deterioration is settled now by Congress. 

ALLEGATION 

No studies have been done. A further 
1-year study is necessary to have ade
quate information upon which to base 
a decision. 

FAC'l' 

This is totally untrue. Ongoing studies 
of implementation should be conducted, 
but extensive studies already exist an
alyzing nondegradation policy and 
options. 

The Environmental Protection Agency 
has spent approximately $1 million 
in studies on nondegradation poli
cies. This is one of the most extensive 
and expensive series of studies which has 
been conducted on environmental regu
lations. Prior to promulgation of the final 
EPA regulations on December 5, 1975, 
EPA compiled the following studies: 

First. Technical Support Document-

EPA Regulations for Preventing the Sig
nificant Deterioration of Air Quality, 
Environmental Protection Agency, Jan
uary 1975. 

Second. "Sierra Club et al. Litigation
Significant Deterioration," B. J. Steiger
wald, September 27, 1972. 

Third. "Summary of Responses Re
ceived Regarding the Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration." 

Fourth. "Summary of Responses Re
ceived Regarding the August 27, 1974, 
Proposal To Prevent Significant Deterio
ration of Air Quality." 

Fifth. "Summary of State Responses 
on 'Significant Deterioration' Proposal." 

Sixth. "The Impact of Proposed Non
degradation Regulations on Economic 
Growth," volumes 1 and 2, Harbridge 
House, Inc., November 1973. 

Seventh. "Implications of Nondegrada
tion Policies on Clean Air Regions: A 
Case Study of the Dallas-Ft. Worth 
AQCR (215) ," U.S. Department of Com
merce, May 197 4. 

Eighth. "Analysis of the U.S. EPA's 
Proposals to Prevent Significant De
terioration Relative to the Development 
Outlook for New York State," New York 
State Department of Environmental 
Conservation, October 1973. 

Ninth. "Impact of the Proposed Non
degradation Alternatives on New Power 
Plants," TRW, Inc., September 28, 1973. 

Tenth. "Economic Growth and Devel
opment Impacts of Proposals to Prevent 
Significant Deterioration of Air Quality." 

Eleventh. "Scientific Factors Bearing 
on Regulatory Policies to Assure Non
degradation of Air Quality." 

Twelfth. "Availability of Air Quality 
Data in Areas Generally Below the 
NAAQS." 

Thirteenth. "Technical Data in Sup
port of Significant Deterioration Issue." 

Fourteenth. "Nondegradation and 
Power Plant Size," J. A. Tikvart, August 
12, 1974. 

Fifteenth. "Significant Deterioration 
in Zone I Areas and the Relative Loca
tion of Power Plants," J. S. Tikvart, Oc
tober 15, 1974. 

Sixteenth. "Discussion Paper on the 
Magnitude of the Class n Increment in 
the Significant Deterioration Regula
tions." 

Seventeenth. "Emissions of Sources 
Subject to Significant Deterioration Is
sue." 

Eighteenth. "Guidelines for Air Qual
ity Maintenance Planning and Analysis, 
Volume 10: Reviewing New Stationary 
Sow·ces," EPA, September 1974. 

Nineteenth. "Guidelines for Air Qual
ity Maintenance Planning and Analysis, 
Volume 12: Applying Atmospheric Simu
lation Models to Air Quality Maintenance 
Areas," EPA, September 1974. 

Twentieth. "Findings of Task Force on 
Significant Deterioration,'' R. G. Rhoads, 
December 20, 1973. 

Twenty-first: "The Largest Annual 
Average, Maximum 24-Hour and Mini
mum 3-Hour Concentrations of Sulfw· 
Dioxide Produced Per Year by a Modern 
1000-MW Electric Power Plant Meeting 
the New Source Performance Standards 
for Sulphur Dioxide Emissions," Envh·o
plan, Inc., 1974. 

In addition, the Environmental Protec
tion Agency received over 3,000 pages of 
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testimony at the hearings held on its· 
proposed regulations. Ninety-one com
ments were received from industry. 

The following studies have been con
ducted on various Senate committee 
proposals: 

First. "An Analysis of the Impact on 
the Electric Utility Industry of the Al
ternative Approaches to Slgnlficant De
terioration", EPA/FEA. October 1975; 

Second. Chamber of Commerce Anal
ysis and Discussion Papers; 

Third. Analysis of the Impact of the 
Senate Proposals on the State of Alaska; 

Fourth. "A Prelim.1nary Analysis' of the 
Economic Impact on the Electric Utility 
Industry of Alternative Approaches to 
Significant Deterioration", EPA, Febru
ary 5, 1976; 

Fifth. "Impact of Significant Deterio
ration Proposals on the Siting of Power 
Plants" by Environmental Research and 
Technology, Inc., February 18, 1976; 

Sixth. "Impact Analysis of the E1Iec
tive Proposed Clean Air Act Amendments 
and Existing EPA Significant Deteriora
tion Regulations on Electric Utilities in 
Minnesota and Wisconsin" by David 
Ho1Iman, James Bechthol, November 14, 
1975; 

Seventh. "Technical Studies for As
sessing the Impact of Significant De
terioration Regulations" EPA, May, 
1976; 

Eighth. "Summary of EPA Analysis of 
the Regional Consumer Impact of the 
Clean Air Act on Significant Deteriora
tion" EPA, May 3, 1976; 

Ninth. "A Preliminary Critique of 
FEA's Analysis of the Impact of Signifi
cant Deterioration on Oil Consumption", 
May 3, 1976; 

Tenth. "Estimated Cost for the Elec
tric Utility Industry of Non-signi.flcant 
Deterioration Amendments CUrrently 
Considered by the United States" NERA, 
April 16, 1976; 

Eleventh. American Petroleum Insti
tute Report by John J. Anderson, April 
19, 1975; 

Twelfth. "Summary of EPA Analysis 
of the Impact of the Senate Significant 
Deterioration Proposal", April 28, 1976; 

Thirteenth. "Proposed Clean Air 
Amendments: Implications of Proposed 
Rules for Nondeterioration of Air Qual
ity on the Construction of Kraft, Pulp 
and Paper Mills", Environmental Re
search and Technology, Inc., for the 
American Paper Institute, September 9, 
1975; 

Fourteenth. "Proposed Clean Air 
Amendments: Implications of Nondete
rioration Rules on Maine", Environmen
tal Research and Technology, Inc., for 
the American Paper Institute, August 
28, 1975; 

Fifteenth. "The Effect of Proposed 
Nondeterioration Rules on the State of 
Maine," Environmental Research and 
Technology, Inc., for the American Paper 
Institute, October 30, 1975; 

Sixteenth. "A Summary of the Back
ground Levels of Air Quality Parameters 
for the Oil Shale Tracks in Colorado and 
Utah from September, 1974 through 
February, 1975", American Petroleum 
Institute, July 14, 1975; 

Seventeenth. "Power Plant Impacts on 
National Recreation Resources", De
partment of the Interior, March, 1976; 

Eighteenth. "An Air Quality Evalua
tion for the Intermountain Power Proj
ect," Westinghouse Electric Cooperation 
Environmental Systems, October 16, 
1975; 

Nineteenth. "Health Basis for Pre
venting Significant Deterioration: An 
Ounce of Prevention," December 3, 1975: 

Twentieth. "Benefits From Preventing 
Significant Deterioration of Air Quality". 
April 14, 1976; 

Twenty-First. "Impact of Proposed 
Non-significant Deterioration Provi
sions", Draft Interim Report, Inter-City 
Fund, Inc., April 14, 1976; 

Twenty-second. "Impact of Significant 
Deterioration Proposals Upon Western 
Surface Coal Mining Operations," En
vironmental Research and Technology, 
Inc., for the Federal Energy Administra
tion, May 5, 1976; 

Twenty-third. "An Evaluation of Ad
ditional Production Costs for Significant 
Deterioration and Best Available Con
trol Technology Proposals", General 
Electric Company, April 26, 1976. 

All of these studies have highlighted 
the fact that the conclusions reached de
pend very heavily on the assumption used 
in conducting the study. Many studies by 
industry contained untrue allegations 
that large portions of the country would 
be blocked from further development. 
These studies were inaccurate because 
their initial assumptions were flawed. 

Proposals to delay any nondegrada
tion policy while further studies are con
ducted are merely a smokescreen for the 
desire to have no such policy at all. 

ALLEGATION 

EPA's basis for requiring pollution 
clean up has been challenged and EPA 
sta1f has been charged with deliberately 
distorting data regarding the effects of 
pollution. 

FACT 

These charges have e1Iectiveiy been 
laid to rest. Hearings held Friday, April 
9 by the House Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce and the House Science and 
Technology Committee established the 
following: 

First. Current national ambient air 
quality standards were established prior 
to the initiation of the study in con
troversy-the Community Health and 
Environment Surveillance System 
Study-CHESS. Even if the CHESS 
studies were discarded, this would not 
a1Iect any of the national standards or 
EPA's implementation policies, all of 
which are based on a number of studies, 
of which CHESS is only one. 

Second. The CHESS studies, however, 
should not be discarded; though no study 
is perfect-and epidemiological studies 
are p:trticularly difficult to conduct-the 
CHESS studies have been characterized 
as the best of their kind in the world 
and the most reliable epidemiological 
studies ever carried out. 

On April 13, on page S. 5656 in the 
Congressional Record, the statement of 
Russell Train, the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, is 
printed. This statement explains the 
Agency's analysis of the controvery sur
rounding the allegation of distortion. I 
recommend that statement to those who 
would like to gai.."l some perspective on 
this whole controversy. Disagreement 

among scientists always occurs; to equate 
this with deliberate fabrication and dis
tortion is to misunderstand the nature 
of such comments from scientists. 

ALLEGATION 

Costs of construction delays as a re
sult of the Senate non-degradation pol
icy may be extensive; therefore, no such 
policy should be adopted. 

FACT 

Greater uncertainty will occur by elim
inating the Senate provision than by ac
cepting it and establishing congressional 
policy in this area. If Congress remains 
silent on this subject now, that will only 
aggravate uncertainty, not erase it. 

The policy contained in the Senate 
Committee bill will clarify policy and re
duce uncertainty. Sources may then ap
ply for the right to construct new fa
cilities knowing the ground rules. At 
present no such certainty can occw·. 

Moreover, present EPA regulations are 
subject to court challenge. If the Sierra 
Club wins, then EPA will be required to 
tighten its requirements. Even if EPA is 
sustained, it still could revise its regula
tions to make them more stringent. On 
the other hand, by prescribing the re
quirements in the bill, EPA's authority 
to promulgate more restrictive rules is 
curtailed. 

ALLEGATION 

A no-growth bu1Ier zone of 60-100 
miles will be required to prevent pollution 
of the Federal parks. 

FACT 

This is totally false. Under the Senate 
bill <but not the EPA regulations), the 
Class I increment which protects such 
areas is used as an initial, not a final, 
test. An appeal is allowed which would 
permit construction of a major facility 
regardless of the test for a Class I area 
if the applicant can demonstrate no ad
verse impact on the air quality values 
of the Class I area. 

In addition, according to joint EPA
FEA calculations, a well-controlled 1,000 
megawatt coal-:flred powerplant could 
locate as close as 6 miles from a Class I 
area without causing that area's incre
ment to be exceeded. 

ALLEGATION 

At least 80 percent of many States 
would be o1I-limits to new development. 

FACT 

One percent of the Nation's land would 
be directly placed in a Class I category, 
which is designed to protect these im
portant national resources: all interna
tional parks, and each national park, 
memorial park, and wilderness area over. 
5,000 acres. 

ALLEGATION 

Amendments not only ban new manu
facturing plants, but even new housing, 
farming operations, and recreation. 

FACT 

This is false. The provisions only apply 
to "major emitting facilities'' which emit 
over 100 tons of the pollutant per year 
and which are listed as a major emitting 
source category in the bill. 

ALLEGATION 

The increments (of allowable degra
dation of air) are often found to be 
violated by natural emissions which oc
cur in rural and scenic areas. Therefore, 
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further development ah·eady is taken 
up by nature in many areas. 

FACT 

The increments are in addition to any 
existing baseline air quality. Such a base
line includes natural emissions and ex
isting manmade sources. The increment 
is an allowable quota which is added to 
the existing air quality. Nature cannot 
use it up. The secondary standards, in
cluding natural pollution, establish the 
limits on growth. No one supports violat
ing secondary standards. 

ALLEGATION 

Most Federal lands would be class I, 
effectively ruling out most land in some 
States. 

FACT 

This is false. Under the Senate bill, 
only existing national parks and nation
al wilderness areas over 5,000 acres 
would be Class I. All other Federal lands, 
including national forests, Indian lands 
and monuments could only be redesig
nated as Class I with State concurrence. 

ALLEGATION 

The number of mandatory Class I areas 
will increase as new national parks and 
national wilderness areas are created. 

FACT 

This is not true. The mandatory Class 
I designation only applies to national 
parks and national wilderness areas over 
5,000 acres which are in existence on 
date of enactment. 

ALLEGATION 

The prevention of significant dete
rioration provisions is a Federal land use 
policy based solely on one criterion
air quality. 

FAC'l' 

The Senate bill does not require any 
land classification scheme to be under
taken by the State. The bill in question 
only regulates air quality and emissions, 
not land use. The States are free to use 
the land as they see fit. 

Of course, air quality is not the only, 
let alone the decisive, factor in in
fluencing a State's growth decision. It 
is merely one factor to be considered. 

ALLEGATION 

The nondegradation policy would have 
a much more severe impact in some 
States than in others. 

FACT 

This allegation comes from a misun
derstanding of the use of air quality in
crements proposed in the committee bill. 

Even without&. nondegradation policy, 
an air quality increment already exists 
in clean air areas. The increment is the 
amount of pollution which could be 
added to the area until the ambient air 
quality standards are reached. In areas 
of flat terrain, thnt increment is large. 
In areas of severe terrain, that incre
ment-up to the national ambient air 
quality standards-is smaller because 
pollution concentrations build up rapid
ly against mountainsides. Therefore, 
States with :flat terrain have a greater 
competitive advantage if no nondegra
dation policy exists. 

Under nondegradation policy, this un
even competitive disadvantage would be 
diminished. The amount of additional 
pollution allowed in all areas wfll be the 

same. Al.·eas of uneven te1Tain are fre
quently constrained by the national pri
mary and secondary ambient air qual
ity standards. The terrain e1fects would 
provide constraints with or without a 
nondegradation policy. In such cases, the 
nondegradation requirement for the use 
of best available control technology will 
enable such areas to control pollution 
and allow further growth. 

ALLEGATION 

Western States will be held at their 
present levels of development and not be 
allowed to develop their energy resources. 
The Nation will be asked to curtail its in
dustrial output. 

FACT 

These allegations are false. They echo 
the enoneous position of the Chamber 
of Commerce since the summer of 1975-
a line which has not been altered even 
though it has been fully discredited. In 
responding to the Chamber's allegation, 
Roger Strelow, Assistant Administrator 
of the Environmental Protection Agency 
said: 

I have just read your article in September's 
Washington Report. . . . Tho article claims 
that the Environmental Protection Agency's 
regulations for the Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration of Air Quality would endan
ger States' development and 'ban develop
ment in areas 60 to 100 miles adjacent to se
lect Federally owned lands such as national 
parks and forests.' This is simply not true. 

First, the regulations do not apply to all 
development, but only a select number of 
the major stationary industrial sources. Thus, 
contrary to what the article concludes, ac
tivities such as construction, farming, light 
manufacturing, and residential development 
are not affected by the regulations. 

I would like to comment on the article's 
contention that Congress 1n amending the 
Clean Air Act, is considering a 'no growth 
federal land use policy' based solely on air 
quality. That is nonsense. In response to the 
Administration's request to consider all 
alternatives and to give explicit guidance on 
a prevention of siginficant deterioration pol
icy that allows a balancing of environmental, 
economic and energy objectives, the Congres
sional Subcommittees have provided pro
posals that give the States the authority to 
make their own determinations of what con
stitutes significant deterioration within a 
framework of allowable air quality levels. 
Like EPA's regulations, these proposals re
quire the States to consider and balance their 
various objectives, With full public participa
tion. The proposals apply only to major in
dustrial sources. 

The public wants to preserve clean air. 
According to an August 1975 poll commis
sioned by the Federal Energy Administration 
94 percent of the American people favor pre
serving our clean air regions. 

The EPA a-nalysis of energy facilities 
indicates that coal gasification, oil shale, 
coal-fired powerplants and other such 
energy facilities can meet the nondegra
dation requirements. 

In the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on April 
29, 1976, on page 11761, a new EPA study 
is printed showing that all major indus
tries could build under the Senate com
mittee's nondegradation proposal. These 
include powerplants, papermills, smelt
ers, refineries, and so forth. 

In sum, Western States will not be pre
cluded from development, and the Na
tion will not be asked to curtail its out
put. It will be asked to insure that its 

growth is clean and that analysis of fu
ture development occurs in a rational 
policy rather than on the basis of piece
meal, private decisionmaking. 

ALLEGATION 

There will be a loss of employment due 
to the nondegradation provisions. 

FACTS 

This is incorrect. In addition to the 
fact that this provision only applies to 
new facilities-to employment not yet 
developed-the pollution control require
ments imposed in the committee b111 will 
increase employment, not reduce it. In 
an immediat-e sense, more jobs will be 
needed in order to construct the pollu
tion control facilities associated with 
compliance-facilities which might not 
have been installed without these amend
ments. In an economy with high unem
ployment, this is a plus. 

Studies of the Council on Environ
mental Quality and Chase Econometrics 
shows the economic effects of pollution 
control. These requirements have led us 
to the creation of one million new jobs, 
according to CEQ. 

ALLEGATION 

We do not know which areas of the 
Nation are clean enough to qualify for 
coverage under the nondegradation 
provision and, therefore, must wait for 
further information before determining 
that such areas should be protected from 
significant deterioration. 

FACTS 

This criticism misses an important dif
ference between nondegradation areas 
and dirty areas; it implies that exr>an
sion in nondegradation areas will some
how be more restricted than expansion 
in areas which have exceeded national 
ambient air standards. 

This is untrue. In fact, expansion in 
dirty areas is more difficult. The health 
and welfare standards have already been 
exceeded in such areas, and a substantial 
burden rests on any applicant for a new 
source to demonstate that he will not 
worsen that situation or interfere with 
cleaning up to the national standards; 
such a source must make the case that 
any pollution should be allowed. 

Absolute knowledge does not exist. 
There are many gaps in data on moni
toring of existing air quality. But this 
does not provide a reason for delaying 
a policy to protecting existing~ir quality. 
Most States will be able to make intelli
gent judgments of air quality in areas 
where little monitoring data exists. As 
new applications are submitted, infor
mation will be gathered as part of the 
permit approval process. 

ALLEGATION 

Technology does not exist to model 
the projected emissions from new sources 
or for monitoring the emissions from 
these sources. Therefore, Congress 
should not act until precise tools exist. 

FACT 

This criticism has a "Catch-22" ap
Pl'Oach. It says that sources should be 
allowed to pollute because science has 
not developed precise techniques for tell
ing exactly how much pollution is cre
ated; by the time such techniques are 
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developed, they could very well be use
less in protecting air quality, since de
terioration would have made the ques
tion moot. 

For years State air pollution control 
agencies and Federal agencies have used 
modeling projections to analyze appli
cations for new sources that would con
tinue under the nondegradation pro
posal. There Js no other way of deter
mining the impact of a source that has 
yet to be constructed. 

In most cases, the errors identified 
show that more pollution 1s occurring, 
not less. This indicates a need to control 
such pollution now. 

ALLEGATION 

High quality air in clean areas Js a 
luxury-a luxury that must be sacrificed 
in order to allow industry to grow. 

PACr 

Clean air is not a luxury and growth 
need not be sacrificed to keep it. If we 
attempt to sacrifice air quality now for 
short-term gains, we will find our water 
becoming more acid, our crop production 
deteriorating, our esthetic experience 
in wilderness areas declining, and our 
health being damaged by long-term low
level exposure. 

In addition, we will find that we have 
lost one of the most useful, growth
preserving options available-the option 
of determining how alr resources will be 
used prior to their use. Without a non
degradation policy, new sources may well 
adopt lesser control technologies and 
thereby use up the available air quality 
without providing room for the growth 
of Industries that follow in subsequent 
years. 

FACT 

Eliminating the short term-3 hour 
and 24 hour-increments from the bill 
would completelY undermine the pro
tection provided by the nondegradation 
policy. 

An annual average 1s the sum of a 
year's daily pollution readings. Since 
they are only averages, they can mask 
high air pollution concentrations. In re
sponse to a letter I wrote on this subject, 
Russell Train, Administrator of the En
vironmental Protection Agency, has said: 

The short-term increments are generally 
controlllng for sources with elevated emis
sion points (e.g., power plants) .•.. For ex
ample, it Is entirely possible that a new power 
plant could meet the annual Class II Incre
ment for both sulfur dioxide (802) and 
particulate matter (TSP) yet cause short
term concentrations that would approach the 
short-term national ambient air quality 
standards (NAAQS). 

Thtrty-three existing plants were ana
lyzed. . . . Clearly, sole application of the 
annual increment would not. in many cases, 
provide a stgniftcant margin of nondeteriora
tion protection beyond the primary and sec
ondary NAAQS 1t a source could create short
term concentrations up to the 24-hour or 
3-hour national standards. 

In addition, . . . alloWing degradation up 
to the three-hour secondary NAAQS, could 
possibly result in damage to certain com
mercial crops. 

•.• the 24-hour concentration of particu
lates has a considerable impact on vlsib111ty. 
For example, degradation up to the 24-hour 
NAAQS would reduce visib1llty from more 
than 70 miles to about 5 miles. Sole use of 
the annual increment for nondeterioration 
would, in many cases, allow such a reduction 
in visiblllty to oecur. 

ALLEGATION 

EPA will have the final control over 
ALLEGATioN which sources may get permits to con-

A nondegradation policy will harm the struct. 
poor and those on fixed income. 

PACT 

This is erroneous. Those who use thls 
argument cite competing and mutuallY 
exclusive arguments. On the one hand, 
nondegradation allegedly hurts the city 
dweller because growth in the clean por
tion of the metropolitan areas will not 
be allowed and plants will therefore be 
forced to flee to outlying areas. On the 
other hand, cities argue that growth 
will be restricted in rural clean a1r areas 
because of the nondegradation provision 
and sources will be required to remain 
in urban areas. 

Neither allegation 1s correct. Dirty air 
areas usually have some portions that 
continues to be clean and new sources, if 
carefully controlled and property sited, 
can be located in such urban areas. 
Growth will continue and the metropol
itan area will attract jobs and indus
try. In addition, the 1976 amendments 
contain new provisions to allow expan
sion in such areas. In rural areas, devel
opment of new facilities 1s clearlY allowed 
and nondegradation requirements only 
insure that the growth be as clean as 
possible. 

ALLEGATION 

The 24 hour or 3 hour inCI·ements are 
unnecessary and should be dropped. The 
annual average increment levels are suf
ficient. 

FACT 

This is true under present EPA regu
lations but not true under the Senate 
bill. The States are responsible for de
ciding whether to Issue permits to new 
sources under the Senate bill. No State 
permit may be disapproved if the proce
dures are followed and if the ceWngs and 
increments set in the bill are observed. 

REV. JESSE JACKSON'S "SELF
DEVELOPMENT" CRUSADE 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, last month 
I brought to the attention of my col
leagues the e1forts of the Reverend Jesse 
Jackson's "Push for Excellence," a cru
sade to motivate and encourage parents 
and students to value education. 

Today, I would like to share with my 
colleagues the Reverend Jackson's phi
losophy on self help and improvement 
for black Americans. Although some may 
not want to hear this theme, I agree with 
Reverend Jackson that it needs to be 
said. I ask my colleagues to read or re
read an article on the Reverend Jack
son's "self development" crusade. I ask 
unantmoua consent that the article, pub
lished in the New York Times Magazine 
on April 18, 1976, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
"GIVE THE PEOPLE A VISION"-A CIVIL-RIGHTS 

VETERAN CALLS FOR A NEW "SELF-DEVELOP
MENT" CRUSADE. BLACK AMERICANS, HE 
SAYS, MUST TAKE GREATER RESPONSmiLITY 
FOR THEm OWN PLIGHT. 

(By Jesse L. Jackson) 
(NoTE.-The Rev. Jesse L. Jackson was 

closely associated with the late Rev. Dr. Mar
tin Luther King Jr. He was prominent in the 
civil-rights struggle of the 60's; he headed 
Dr. King's Operation Breadbasket, an eco
nomic mobilization program that included 
boycotts of some white businesses in Chi
cago; he was present when Dr. King was as
sassinated in 1968. In 1972, he left the sla.ln 
leader's Southern Christian Leadership Con
ference to form his own organization, People 
United to Save Humanity (PUSH). This arti
cle was written with the assistance of Bryant 
Rolllns, former executive editor of The (New 
York) Amsterdam News, now an editor of 
The Week in Review section of The New York 
Times.) 

It 1s time, I believe, to reexamine the 
causes of the social and economic plight in 
which black Americans-and particularly 
the poor blacks of the Northern cittes--stlll 
find themselves, despite the legal advances 
of the 60's. Since so many past analyses of 
this problem have falled to bring about sat
isfactory improvement, I think it is time to 
suggest some new approaches, based largely 
on new values. It is my view that such a 
fresh start offers the best hope not only of 
llftlng up the black people but of saving 
America's cities. 

I also believe that it is fruitful to think of 
these problems within a larger context-the 
relationship between the United States and 
the third world. For the white racist atti
tudes that are part of the problem at home 
have also been an often unconscious element 
in the policy failures of the white political 
leadership vis-a-vis the emerging nations, 
most recently in Africa. And the natural 
pride of American blacks in the achievement 
of black leaders abroad is a factor in their 
own struggle. 

As a starting point. let us take a note
worthy statistic: There are now 130 black 
mayors in the United States. We blacks have 
populated the cities; we must now learn to 
run them. The need 1s urgent. The ethical 
collapse, the heroin epidemic, the large num
bers of our people who are out of work and 
on welfare, and the disruptive violence in 
our schools all lndlcate that the cities may 
be destroying us. 

The thrust of my a.rgument Is that black 
Americans must begin to accept a larger 
share of respons1b111ty for their llves. For 
too many years we haft been crying that 
racism and oppression have kept us down. 
That is true, and racism and oppression have 
to be fought on every front. But to fight 
any battle takes soldiers who are strong, 
healthy, sp1r1ted, committed, well-trained 
and confident. This Is particularly true when 
the enemy is as tough and elusive as Amer
ican racism. I don't believe that we w1ll 
produce strong soldiers by moaning about 
what the enemy has done to us. 

It Is time, I think. for us to stand up, 
admit to our failures and weaknesses and 
begin to strengthen ourselves. Here are 
some of the things I am talk.lng about: 

There Is a deftnite welfare mentality In 
many black communities that derives per
haps !rom slavery but that must now be 
overcome. 

We have become polltlcally apathetic. 
Only 7 million out o! 14 million eligible 
black voters are registered to vote. Yet poll
tics 1s one key to self-development. In terms 
of votes, we have more potential strength 
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than labor o:· any other single bloc. We have 
a responslbillty to use it to the full. 

We too often condemn blacks who suc
ceed and excel, calllng them Toms and the 
like, when the ideal ought to be for all of 
us to succeed and excel. 

We are allowing a minuscule minmity 
of criminals in our midst to create disorder, 
ruin our schools and sap the energy we need 
to rebuild our neighborhoods and our 
cities. 

Many leaders who are black, and many 
white liberals, will object to my discussing 
these things in public. But the decadence 
in black communities-killings, destruction 
of our own businesses, violence in the 
schools-is already in the headli.nes; the only 
question is what we should do about it. 
Others will object that to demand that we 
must meet the cha.llenge of self-government 
1s to put too much pressure on the victims 
of ancient wrongs. Yet in spite of these 
objections, in spite of yesterday's agony, lib
eration struggles are bunt on sweat and 
pain rather than tears and complaints. 

In facing up to the new reality of black 
concentration in the Northern cities, the 
:tllght of whites to the suburbs, and the de
cay of the inner cities-particularly their 
black comunities-in many parts of the 
country, many black and white leaders de
mand Federal aid as the only solution. More 
Federal aid ts certa.lnly needed, but money 
alone, or in combination with minor re
forms, w1ll not significantly cha.nge the wel
fare system, reduce crime, build enough new 
houses, improve education, restore stable 
fa.mllies or eUmina.te drug abuse. A multi
tude of Federal antipoverty and urban
renewal programs should h'a.ve proved that 
by now. But if more Federal money will not 
solve the problem, what will? 

I believe we should look to the third world 
for an answer. The message from there ts 
clear: Through the proper use of money and 
a positive attitude, we can stimulate self
development and give the people a vtston. 
It has been fascinating for me to observe 
what has happened in South Vietnam in 
the past year. The new Saigon leaders have 
spent little time talking about the Ameri
cans who carpet-bombed and defoliated 
their country. Instead, they have concen
trated on rebuilding, putting people to work, 
inculcating new values and attitudes. They 
did it with military authority and a lib
erated attitude. We black Americans can re
build our communities with moral author
ity. We need a blueprint, such as an urban 
Marshall Plan, but at its ba.se there must be 
moral authority and sound ethical conduct. 

This 1s not unrealistic. It was the moral 
authority of the civU-rights movement, not 
the Federal marshals-who stood back lnttt
a.lly and let whites have their way with the 
demonstrators-that changed the face of the 
South. It was a disciplined struggle-and 
such a struggle can be waged again, to good 
purpose, in the cities of the North. 

We need to tell our young people in those 
cities: "All right, we'll get all the state 
and Federal money that we can; but fl.rst 
and foremost, we need to put your hands 
and your bodies and your minds to work 
building our communities." What we must 
do for our young people 1s challenge them to 
put hope in their brains rather than dope in 
their veins. What dtiference does it make if 
the doors swing wtde open if our young 
people are too dizzy to walk through them? 

I often wonder what would happen if Cole
man Young, the Mayor of Detroit, who has 
inherited a. city of much mor.al and eco
nomic decay, were to go into one of Detroit's 
stadiums and had 50,000 or 60,000 people in 
there-just as Jomo Kenyatta has done, and 
Castro, and President Samora Ma.chel of Mo
zambique--and delivered a. resounding State 
o! Detroit messeage. 

"All right, people," he could say, "Detroit 
needs 200 doctors In the next 10 to 15 years, 

and here 1s what we wm do to make certain 
that it happens. And we wlll need 200 law
yers and 400 electricians and 250 nurses, and 
here 1s what we will do to make sure it 
happens. I cannot pass a law about these 
things, but I am appealing to you parents 
and you chlldren to cooperate. Parents, you 
must keep your children at home every night 
from 7 to 9 to study, and get them into 
bed by 10. Every morning the city will pro
vide physical-training directors in city 
parks. We w1ll close off one block in every 
neighborhood for half an hour every morn
ing for exerci.se-we want you out there 
getting your bodies healthy for this struggle 
for independence." 

I have been visiting major cities across the 
country, preparing for a crusade next fall 
that will stimulate people along these lines. 
Everywhere I go, from Washtngtor. to 
Los Angeles, I meet young people in schools 
that the politicians have given up on. I 
frequently find myself addressing 3,000 or 
4,000 young people in a rundown assembly 
hall. Each time I suggest a. program of self
development, they 'tespond with overwhelm
ing enthusiasm. Black teen-agers-some of 
the roughest, most street-wise dudes you will 
ever meet--respond to that appeal. 

There 1s another parallel with the third 
world that is very much to the point. The 
emerging countries have had to proceed by 
stages-from a situation in which they were 
outright colonies, and their white rulers 
simply grabbed up the countries' natural re
sources; to a state of neocolonialism, in which 
the people attained nominal independence 
but the former colonizers remained in de 
facto control of the resources, which they 
continued to exploit primarily for their own 
benefit; to a situation of real Independence 
in which the people take over control of their 
resources and work out mutually beneficial 
production arrangements with the former 
colonizers. 

We black Americans feel we have been 
exploited, too, although the natural resources 
we had to offer were not minerals in the 
ground or produce in the field but the human 
resources of brain and brawn. And we feel we 
are at a stage at which we can emulate the 
third-world countries by moving from "neo
colonia.llsm," as it were, to real "independ
ence." The lessons, of course, must be applted 
to situations that often are vastly dtiferen.t 
from those facing the leaders of the econom
ically underdeveloped countries of Africa., 
Asia and Latin America, but the principle of 
self-reliance in place of dependency ts the 
same. 

Let me give a practical example. In the 
60's, many black leaders, myself included, 
were picketing in front of Sears and A. & P. 
and other supermarkets in the black neigh
borhoods, demanding more and better jobs 
for blacks and more equitable flna.ncla.l ar
rangements with the community. And we 
succeeded. Some of these stores began to ap
point black managers, put products of black 
companies on their shelves, hire black con
tractors for building new stores, and place 
their accounts in black-controlled banks. 
But today we find ourselves in Chicago, East 
Orange, N.J., and elsewhere, lying down at 
Sears' back doors begging the man not to 
fire us a.ll and close down. 

We want those white-owned branches, wtth 
the services and jobs they provide, to stay, 
but if they want to go, we should not be 
left with nothing to take their place. The 
point is that if we bad pulled together in 
the intervening decade, if we had not lost so 
many good minds to the jails and the drug 
culture, 1f we had taken the pooling of our 
money more seriously, we would today have 
the ready capital and trained managers and 
communal organization to buy out those 
white-controlled stores that want to close 
down, direct all black business to them, and 

make them economically successful. But that 
takes discipline and purpose and dedicated 
leadership at many levels, and that 1s where 
I think the experience of the third-world 
countries can be of help to us. 

It is bad to be in the worst slums in the 
country; it is even worse if those slums are 
internalized, become part of you. Hence the 
therapeutic effect of the Black Power sym
bolism of the 60's. But some black students 
became so caught up in the symbolism of 
black nationalism and black liberation that 
they forgot about such basic sk.ills as read
ing, writing and thinking. 

God knows that I recognize the need fur 
black self-pride. But that monument must 
be built on a solid foundation; we must not, 
a.s Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. used to say, 
confuse symbolism with substance. When I 
stand in front of an audience of 3,000 black 
high-school or college students and we chant 
back and forth, "I am somebody, I am some
body," I can feel them telling me: "I need 
to be told I am somebody, I need to know 
I am somebody." But shouting "I am some
body" 1s only the first small step toward 
independence. 

In the last 10 to 12 years, many of us 
missed the chance to grow intellectually and 
chased Sl.lperfly instead. Many of us spent 
more time on lottery and luck than looking 
for a job. Many of us did not use the oppor
tunities we had. But it 1s time to cut that 
now. That backward trend goes against our 
own best traditions. Africa's great leaders, 
from Nkruma.h to Machel, have all been 
learned men. 

Preoccupation with symbolism has also 
made it hard for many of us to distinguish 
service from servility. 

As I travel around the country, I often eat 
In restaurants run by the Nation of Islam. 
One reason is that the waiters are the most 
courteous and prompt you will find any
where. They enjoy serving black people: you 
wlll never find a Muslim waiter with an 
"attitude." Unfortunately, the same is not 
true of a.ll blacks. I know of black contrac
tors who have gone out of business because 
their black workers were not prompt or had 
negative attitudes. I know young black work
ers who talk wtth pride about going to work 
any hour they feel like it, taking a. day off 
when they feel like it, wearing Apple Caps on 
the job, playing loud portable radios on the 
assembly line. They're rebelling against the 
system, they say; they're exhibiting their 
independence. (There are many white work
ers, it should be added, who do the same.) 
What they're rea.lly exhibiting is ignorance 
of work in the black community that is one 
of our proudest legacies. 

Slavery 1s over now, but you can't free a 
man who stlll has a slave mentality, just as 
you can't enslave a man who has a free spirit. 
We don't need to carry chips on our shoul
ders, fearing we are being treated in a servile 
manner. This does not mean we cannot be 
angry and loud and onery on occasion, as all 
mortals have a way of being, but we should 
always try to use the power that derives from 
true courtesy. 

The process o! "internalizing" conditions 
that should instead be banished has another 
tragic effect. 

According to black historian Lerone Ben
nett Jr., the first black people arrived in 
America in 1619. That means that black peo
ple have been in this land for 357 years. For 
244 of those years we were slaves; for 113 
years we have been technically free; but real 
freedom has only just come since the turn 
of the 20th century. Although welfare was 
set up mainly to a.ld poor whites, and two
thirds of the recipients today are white, our 
history of slavery and oppression, and the 
decades of forced dependency, do seem to 
have carried over into what I call the welfare 
mentality. There are black families that have 
not had an opportunity to be independent 



15578 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE May 26, 1976 
of a white-controlled system of one kind or 
another for as many generations back as they 
can account for. It is time for that syndrome 
to end. We cannot afford it any longer. 

My own approach to the welfare situation 
is mixed. We need all the reforms the 
progressives argue for-guaranteed minimum 
income; an end to the humiliating spying 
and investigating by case workers; passage 
of the Humphrey-Hawkins full-employment 
bill now before Congress; an end to the 
"make a dollar, take a dollar" regulations 
that penalize people on welfare who get 
part-t ime jobs; incentives to encourage 
people on welfare to go to school and im
prove t hemselves. On the other hand, as the 
job market expands, we must inspire people 
to get off that debllitating welfare system 
and say to them: "We need you to help us 
rebuild our communities." Then we must 
supply the tools for the urban poor to work 
with. We need jobs for self-esteem, self
confidence and character-not just money. 

The greatest potential for self-development 
is to be found in the public schools in our 
cities. That is also where there is now the 
greatest potential for explosions. Predomi
nantly black schools in most urban areas 
with high concentrations of black people
New York, Washington, Detroit, Chicago, Los 
Angeles, St. Louis, Boston-are largely out 
of control. Violence against students and 
teachers, perpetrated by students, is steadily 
and dangerously increasing. Drug abuse is 
an accepted fact of life; pushers operate 
freely in many schools, and police patrol the 
corridors. Discipline has broken down. In a 
number of New York schools, teachers com
plain that the places are run not by the 
principals but by the gangs. We need to 
change this because it is normally right, be
cause it is necessary for our development, 
and because no one else is going to do it for 
us. 

The principals are not alone: Parents, 
teachers, superintendents, school boards have 
failed to impose discipline and create a 
proper atmosphere for learning. And if our 
young people are not learning today, we will 
not have the doctors, engineers, lawyers, 
mechanics, nurses, clerks and accountants 
that we will need to manage the cities. 

A few years ago there was a sizable move
ment for community control of the public 
schools. But the community-control move
ment never did seriously address the prob
lem of control of the students by their 
parents. Many black students turned the 
movement into a cynical rebellion against 
any authority-black or white, sympathetic 
or unsympathetic, healthy or destructive. A 
people seeking independence cannot tolerate 
that. 

A related problem is the misconception, 
perpetrated on many parents, that a parent 
with little formal education is in a position 
to dictate on pedagogical matters to teachers 
and educators. Parents have something more 
fundamental to offer: motivation, love, care, 
discipline--and sometimes chastisement. 
Children cannot be allowed to play the game 
of "teach me if you can catch me." Children 
must be taught that they have a responsi
bility to learn as well as a right to an edu
cation. Busing is absolutely necessary, but 
without a will to learn, busing is irrelevant. 

With all that in mind, PUSH (People 
United to Save Humanity), the organization 
that I direct from Chicago, has begun ana
t ional program, "PUSH for Excellence," to 
address urban problems, beginning with the 
public schools. The models for this project 
are in Washington, Los Angeles and Chicago, 
but we have already found great interest in 
the approach in other cities. 

We have begun in Washington by stimu
lating high-school students to organize a 
city-wide Council Against Drugs, Racism and 
Violence and for Discipline. A student con
ference will be held by this council in the 

spring. We have had large numbers of stu
dents turn out for planning meetings, and 
we have aroused substantial mass support at 
high-school assemblies. Parallel and some
times coordinated meetings have been held 
with teachers, athletic coaches, superintend
ents and school boards. Mayor Walter Wash
ington has shown great interest--as have 
Mayors Maynard Jackson of Atlanta, Cole
man Young of Detroit, Richard Hatcher of 
Gary, Ind., and Thomas Bradley of Los An
geles for similar initiatives in their cities. 

Our program is simple. We want to get 
black men from the neighborhoods to re
place the police in patrolling the school cor
ridors and the street corners where the dope 
pushers operate. We want all parents to 
reserve the evening hours of 7 to 9 for their 
children's homework. We want student lead
ers and athletes to help identify and solve 
discipline problems before they get out of 
control. We want the black-oriented media 
to find ways to publicly reward achievers. W e 
want the black disc jockeys, who reach more 
black kids than the school principals, to in
form and inspire as well as entertain. 

A crucial element in our program 1s the 
black church. The church is the most sta
ble influence in the black communities. It 
is the only place where all segments of 
the community come together, once a week. 
An estimated 11 to 13 million men, women 
and children are members of black churches. 
Historically, the black church has been in
volved in or behind every black movement 
of any significance. I have been involved 
with high schools in Washington, Chicago 
and Los Angeles that a1·e working with 
churches, and 1f there is anything the ex
perience has shown me, it is that black min
isters still carry moral authority with our 
people, except for a hardcore few, and most 
people want moral authority. 

America is in the midst of a crisis, both in 
regard to its cities and iu regard to its posi
tion in the world. Black Americans, in
heritors of the role of the restless and dis
enfranchised minorities of the past who 
helped make America strong, have a his
toric opportunit y to show that the cities can 
be saved. We can do so by stimulating 
change in the schools and the communi
ties we control. 

Also by virtue of our special empathy for 
the colored peoples of the third world, and 
particularly Africa, black Americans ca.n 
contribute to the foreign-policy debate by 
exposing the racism at the root of some 
of our Government's worst domestic and 
foreign blunders. It would be tragic if our 
nation lost its potential for true greatness 
by letting racist legacies deflect it from 
its proper course. 

Vital though this second task may be, it 
must, for the moment, take second place. 
The first and lmmedia te task for American 
blacks is to rise up from the decadence in 
which we too often find ourselves in the 
cities, and, to do so by the force of our will, 
our intellect, our energy and our faith in 
ourselves. It 1s a historic opportunity we 
cannot afford to miss. 

A VIEW FROM THE COUNTRY: HOW 
THE NATION'S NEWSPAPERS SEE 
THE GRAIN INSPECTION BILLS 
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, yesterday's 

meeting of the conference committee on 
H.R. 12572, a bill to reforn. our national 
system of grain inspection and weighing, 
was postponed indefinitely. 

In the first two meetings, little prog
ress was made. I wish I could be more 
optimistic about the chances for prog
ress in the next meeting. 

The fundamental obstacle to agree-

ment appears to be the sharply differ
ing perceptions of the problem of corrup
tion and scandal in the grain trade. My 
reading of the House bill suggests that 
the majority of its authors simply do not 
view the problem as seriously as the Sen
ate does. 

Apparently, it is the view of the House 
that the problem can be corrected by 
continuing to allow the Department of 
Agriculture to delegate much of there
sponsibility for grain inspection. It is the 
view of the Senate that the problem can 
be solved only by a new system-a na
tionwide, uniform system handled by a 
new Federal entity that hopefully would 
be free of many of the problems that have 
affected the present system which exists, 
within the framework of the Department 
of Agriculture. 

Beyond that, I am concerned that the 
President of the United States does not 
see the problem in the same light as ei
ther of the Houses of the Congress. He 
has said on more than one occasion that 
he would veto any reform bill that went 
much beyond the House version. 

I suspect that the President has been 
too preoccupied with other concerns in 
the last few weeks to have taken time to 
read the editorial comment in the Na
tion's daily newspapers about the prob
lem of corruption in the grain trade. 

Mr. President, many newspapers edi
torial writers have analyzed the grain in
spection problem in recent weeks-and 
most of them have concluded after some 
serious analysis that the Senate version 
is the proper, if not the only, way to cor
rect these serious shortcomings. 

And I a.m not talking about the so
called eastern establishment media· 
these are the hometown newspapers of 
the agricultural heartland of this coun
try. They are from Tennessee, Texas, Ne
br~ka, South Dakota, Iowa, Minnesota, 
Missouri, Indiana, Mississippi, Kentucky, 
and elsewhere. 

Almost every one of them supports one 
or more of the major provisions of the 
Senate bill where it differs from the 
House version. 

One of the more recent editorials, 
from the Chattanooga, Tenn., Times de
scribes the problem best in a terse h~ad
line: "Harvest of Shame.'' 

On May 10, 1976, one of the more con
servative editorial pages in the United 
States, the Indianapolis, Ind., News, led 
its editorial in this way: 

Nations that import corn, wheat and soy
beans from the United States have been get
ting a dirty deal. 

Literally. 

The Indianapolis newspaper and its 
sister publication, the Phoenix, Ariz., Re
public, in an editorial on April 28, 1975, 
provide this dramatic conclusion: 

Normally, the less the Federal government 
meddles in business, the better. However, 
grain exports are a matter of national con
cern. The fact that we can produce a surplus 
of grain while the Communists must scram
ble abroad :for 1t has been viewed by the 
world as a sign of the superiority of the u.s. 
economic system over the Communist sys
tem. 

Shoddy practices reflect on the nation. 
Since Investigation has disclosed that U.S. 

grain exporters cannot be depended upon 
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to avoid shoddy practices, some kind of Fed
eral control over them seems necessary. 

Mr. President, those words are not 
from the typewriters of those who hold 
the so-called expanionist view of the bu
reaucracy. This call for stronger Federal 
action comes from newspapers who have 
consistently espoused the "limited" view 
of Government power, and as such they 
should be accorded great consideration. 

The Memphis, Tenn., Commercial Ap
peal is a major regional daily newspaper 
in a city which is the headquarters for 
one of the largest grain companies in 
the world. Its May 7 editorial states: 

The victims of these tricks and chea. tings 
have been both U.S. farmers and foreign buy
ers of U.S. grains. But in a larger sense all of 
us have been the victims, for gra.lns a.re a. ma
jor source of foreign exchange for the nation 
and unless foreign buyers have confidence 
in U.S. products and U.S. trade practices, the 
nation loses that income from abroad and 
the value of the U.S. dollar suffers. 

Then the Memphis newspaper con
cludes: 

It is essential, therefore, that the federal 
government move just as swiftly as possible 
to follow up on these court cases which have 
brought into the open the scandals in the 
gra.tn trade. The government must have 
closer control over the grading, inspection 
and weighing of grains. 

The Comme1·cial Appeal, analyzing the 
report of the General Accounting Office 
which recommended essentially all
Federal inspection, had concluded, in an 
editorial on February 18, 1976: 

There is no guarantee that an all-federal 
inspection service will be 100 per cent honest. 
But the chances of corrupting such in
spectors surely will be far less than what it 
was under the farmed-out system we have 
had in tlle past. 

Congress should act promptly to comply 
with the recommendations which now have 
been made not only by the GAO but also by 
senior members of the congressional agricul
ture committees who are fully familiar with 
the problem. 

The Lincoln, Nebr., Star made similar 
observations on the GAO conclusions, 
which were made in response to a request 
by the House and Senate Agriculture 
Committees and only after one of the 
most thorough GAO investigations which 
has come to my attention. Pointing out 
that opposition from the grain com
panies and the Ford administration was 
almost certain to develop-it did-the 
Nebraska newspaper said: 

But a. federal takeover of the inspection 
system seems to be essential to protect the 
good name of American farmers and to keep 
this nation in a healthy, competitive position 
1n the world grain market. 

There does indeed seem to be massive rot 
1n the present system. Although it may cost 
more money to have the government test 
grain, it would be worth it. 

Similar thoughts are expressed by a 
l'espected regional farm weekly news
paper, the Delta Farm Press, which is 
published in Clarksdale, Miss. Its Feb
ruary 20 editorial, entitled, "Grain In
spection Needs USDA Takeover," de
scribed the shortcomings of USDA's su
pervision to date and added: 

No system Is fool-proof. But complete 
:federal a.dmin1sterlng of the program would 
go a. long way fn reducing possible con
flicts-of-interest. As long as other persons 

are involved, the door to such temptations 
1s st111 ajar. 

The Houston, Tex., Post outlined the 
weak points as well as the strong points 
in the GAO's recommendations, in its 
February 29 editorial: 

While 1t would inescapably create a. new 
federal bureaucracy, direct government con
trol of inspection would also largely do 
away with the present system under which 
the government licenses state and private 
inspectors to enforce federal standards on 
grain. This 1s somewhat like hiring a private 
police force to enforce the laws. 

And it pointed out the $12.5 billion 
stake which the United States has in 
grain exports every year, adding this 
conclusion: 

Considering what 1s at stake, we should 
give high priority to reforms that wUl re
store the confidence of overseas customers 
in our a.bll1ty to deliver the goods, all the 
goods-undiluted. The government should 
take direct responsibllity for guaranteeing 
the quality and quantity of graln sold for 
export. 

The Sioux Falls, S. Dak., Argus-Leader 
is another newspaper that is not given 
to frequent endorsements of proposals 
which would expand the Federal Govern
ment. But on March 29, 1976, that 
newspaper wrote: 

We believe that the federalization approach 
taken by Clark, McGovern, Humphrey and 
Talmadge is on the mark. Congress should 
pass the Senate measure--and the Ford 
administration should lend its assistance 
to the effort. 

During debate in the House of Repre
sentatives, a proposal to adopt Federal 
inspection at all export elevators was re
jected on a narrow vote, and instead the 
House accepted the provision to allow 
States to continue their inspection serv
ices if the Department of Agriculture 
allows them to do so. 

In this context, the Minneapolis, 
Minn., Tribune calls the House proposal 
just what it is: 

Partial federal inspection strikes us as a 
halfway measure for dealing with a problem 
that deserves full federal attention. 

The Nashville Tennessean, is a news
paper with a wo:-ldwide reputation for 
investigative reporting. Its reporters 
have done an outstanding job uncovering 
scandals in the grain trade and its edi
torial writers also assess the House bill 
accurately in an April10 comment: 

House proponents of stronger legislation 
called the measure that was approved a 
"grain-trade" bill and "a Band-Aid on a. 
gaping wound." 

These views seem to be substantially 
accurate. 

The Lexington, Ky., Herald observed 
in an April 9 editorial that the Depart
ment of Agriculture "has been anything 
but dynamic in its leadership and super
vision" and made the following three 
points: 

Out of the Senate Agriculture Committee 
has come the kind of reform that is needed 
in this country's grain inspection program. 

A fight over the two versions 1s expected. 
But during the debate, Congress should not 
lose sight of the need to drastically reform 
grain inspection programs. The Senate ver
sion would do a much better job of this. 

Farmers in Kentucky and across the na
tion stand to lose if the U.S. is not able to 

convhice its customers that it plans to be 
a good partner to do business With. This has 
not always been the case in the past. 

Mr. President, perhaps no newspaper 
has been closer to the scene of most of 
the corrupt activities that have come into 
public view than the New Orleans, La., 
States Item. In two editorials last month, 
that newspaper has developed conclu
sions based on the fine investigative re
porting of its reporter, Jack Davis, by 
concluding editorially on April 10 that: 

If the nation's image as an honest exporter 
of commodities is to be salvaged, Congress 
must pass tough inspection legislation. Con
tinuing With a system that relies on the 
Agriculture Department entails high risk. 
Congress must either take the inspection 
responsibility out of the hands of the de
partment or assure itself that there has been 
a fundamental turnabout within the agency, 
both in capability and attitude. 

Four days later, after the President of 
the United States made his first remarks 
about the proposed legislation, the New 
Orleans newspaper editorialized: 

President Ford, speaking in El Paso, Tex., 
seemed totally oblivious to the record or the 
problem. He called congressional action 
aimed at beefing up grain inspection ma
chinery overreaction to the scandals. He 
vowed to veto a bill eliminating private grain 
inspection companies. 

Either President Ford does not know the 
facts, or he chooses to ignore them. Major 
reforms are needed in the grain export in
dustry. 

The St. Paul Pioneer-Press in Minne
sota gets at the fundamental weakness of 
the House provision and the President's 
threat to veto the tougher Senate bill 
when it writes, as it did on April 30: 

Spare us from needless proliferation of the 
federal bureaucracy, but in the case of grain 
inspection, there is good reason for the pro
posed agency (which would be contained 
within the Department of Agriculture). 

A largely state-controlled system might be 
an improvement, but it would be open to 
the inconsistencies inherent in such a piece· 
meal, state-by-state setup. The standards 
of Minnesota, for example, might differ a 
great deal from those of, say, Louisiana. The 
latter state, incidentally, is the site of the 
largest gra.ln shipping port (New Orleans) 
and has, as well, an unfortunate but well
established tradition of public corruption. 

The export of grain 1s a. national concern 
(as is all foreign trade) and logic recom
mends federal insp ::ction. 

A number of newspapers over the past 
several days have written about the task 
facing the conferees as they attempt to 
reach a compromise on this critically 
important legislation. 

On May 1, one of the Nation's most 
respected newspapers, the St. Louis 
Post-Dispatch, concluded its editorial in 
this manner: 

Senate conferees wlll have a difficult task 
when they try to persuade the House that 
sufficiently tough controls are necessary, but 
they should make every effort to retain as 
much of their bill as possible. The continued 
integrity of grain exports demands that the 
Government ensure complete and competent 
inspection of this valuable commodity. 

On May 6, the Des Moines Register, 
whose reporter, James Risser, has just 
been awarded the Pulitzer Prize for his 
coverage of the grain scandal, opened 
and closed its editorial as follows: 

The grain inspection blll approved by the 
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U.S. Senate is a blueprint !or a uniform 
inspection system that would restore the 
integrity of U.S. grain -inspection in for
eign and domestic markets. 

• • • • 
The conference committee has an obli

gation to consider the country's stake in 
grain inspection and not weaken the Sen
ate bill. 

And on May 10, the St. Louis Post
Dispatch concluded another editorial 
like this: 

Investigations are continuing, and there 
is reason to believe that more indictments 
wlll be filed and more wrongdoing will be 
disclosed. As the scandal has amply illus
trated, current federal oversight has not been 
adequate, and strong measures must be taken 
to restore credibility to the grain export trade. 
A bill passed by the Senate would come much 
closer to providing sufficient safeguards than 
would a House version. For this reason, we 
urge the Senate conferees to make every ef
fort to gain acceptance of as much of their 
bill as possible. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the texts of these and other 
editorials be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edito
rials were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD. as follows: 
[From the Des Moines Register, May 6, 1976] 

IN PUBLIC'S INTEREST 

The grain inspection bill approved by the 
U.S. Senate is a blueprint for a uniform in
spection system that would restore the integ
rity of U.S. grain inspection in foreign and 
domestic markets. 

The Senate bill would replace the present 
hodgepodge of private and state inspection 
agencies with federal inspection of gr~in at 
all export points and the 25 largest mland 
terminals. Responsibility for the new inspec
tion system would be given to a federal 
agency largely independent of the U.S. De
partment of Agriculture (USDA). 

The House of Representatives has passed 
a grain inspection bill that would ab~Ush 
private inspection agencies at export pomts, 
but it would permit state inspection agen
cies "to continue their work at export points 
if they met certain conditions. The House bill 
would allow private and state agencies to 
continue functioning at inland terminals, 
and would leave responsibility for supervising 
the inspection system with the USDA. 

The diiferences between the bills will be 
ironed out by a Senate-House conference 
committee. House conference committee 
members will be led by Representative 
Thomas Foley (Dem., Wash.), chairman of 
the House Agriculture Committee and an 
advocate of continued state inspection. 

Three of the eight Senate conference com
mittee members are opposed to federal in
spection at inland terminals and to the crea
tion of a new federal grain inspection agency. 

The odds thus are against passage of a 
strong grain inspection bill. But reform of 
grain inspection should be based in the pub
lic interest rather than on abstract ideol
ogy or the desires of those who have bene
fited from the present system. The con
ference committee bas an obligation to con
sider the country's stake in grain inspection 
and not weaken the Senate bill. 

[From the Des Moines Register, May 8, 1976] 
ACTIONS SPEAK LOUDER 

"I would like to congratulate Jim Ris
ser," President Ford said at a huge banquet 
1n washington the other night. "He has done 
an outstanding job." 

Our Mr. RisSer bas indeed done an out-

standing job reporting on the scandal in the 
grain-export business-a scandal that seems 
to grow dally. His outstanding job bas won 
him virtually every major journalism award, 
including the Pulitzer Prize . 

We are pleased that the President, too, has 
taken notice of Mr. Risser's work, and we are 
of course happy with the presidential words. 

But actions speak louder than words, and if 
President Ford really believes Mr. Risser has 
done an outstanding job the Persident 1s in 
a position to show it. He could urge the 
House and Senate conferees to come up with 
a grain-inspection bill like the Senate-passed 
version instead of the House-passed measure. 

The Senate bill calls for federal inspection 
of grain at ports and large inland terminals; 
the House version calls for governmental in
spection at ports, but it primarily modifies 
the current system of state and private in
spections-a system that is, to put it chari
tably, inadequate. 

The President has made it clear he would 
veto a Senate-type bill. We doubt very _much 
t hat the President will change his mind just 
because Jim Risser has won a Pulitzer Prize. 
We doubt very much that the President will 
change his mind just because the Senate b111 
is in the public interest and the House b~ 
isn't. We doubt very much that the Presi
dent will change his mind just because in
dictments keep coming up by the batch. 

So, while we appreciate the President's 
rhetoric, we aren't getting our hopes up 
about a strong grain bill. We know, what 
those nice words were. Nice words. 

[From the St. Louis (Mo.) Post-Dispatch, 
May 1, 1976] 

CAREFUL GRAIN COMPROMISE 

After defeating a last-minute, Administra
tion-backed attempt to weaken the grain 
inspection bill, the Senate has passed a strong 
measure that should provide ample protec
tion against continued corruption within this 
system. The major battles are still ahead, 
however, for the House already has passed 
a much weaker bill, and its members are un
likely to embrace the complete Senate ver
sion in ·conference. In addition, President 
Ford has threatened to veto anything 
stronger than the current House bill. The 
Senate conferees may well be forced to com
promise but they should strenuously resist 
proposals that would gut their bill. 

Under the present system, grain is in
spected, weighed and graded by either pri
vately owned agencies or state inspection 
agencies. The Agriculture Department su
pervises routine inspections and will conduct 
"appeal" inspections. The accurate inspec
tion of grain that is to be sold for export 
is essential because it certifies the quality 
and quantity of grain and thus determines 
the price. However, ongoing federal inves
tigations into grain exporting have resulted, 
so far, 1n more than 60 indictments for mis
weighing, misgrad.ing, grain theft, bribery, 
conspiracy and income tax evasion. These in
dictments and a report issued in February 
by the General Accounting Office amply dem
onstrate the need for stricter controls. 

The Senate bill would provide an all fed
eral system for inspection-at port eleva
tors and at the 25 largest inland grain ele
vators-by a new grain inspection a~ency 
that would be connected with the Depart
ment of Agriculture. The legislation would 
also mandate federal weighing of grain at 
the ports with federal supervision inland, 
would sti.tren criminal penalties !or V1ola
tions . of grain laws, would prohibit :financi~l 
con1:ticts of interest between grain firms and 
inspectors and would require registratio:t;t 
of grain exporters that would include dis
closure of financial interests in inland opera
tions. 

The House version would authorize the Ag-

riculture Secretary to delegate inspection 
and grading to state agencies; this federal 
oversight of inspection would only be in ef
fect at port elevators, not inland. Control of 
weighing would be set up in a similar man
ner, with federal supervision only at ex
port points, and a study of the current prac
tices inland. The House did include some 
new provisions that should minimize conflicts 
of interest, but even these are not as tough 
as the Senate's. 

Grain exports were valued at 12.5 billion 
dollars in 1975, and such an important part 
of this country's international trade should 
be subject to sufficient regulation so that 
buyers have confidence in their purchases. 
The GAO report noted an erosion of this 
confidence, and anything less than an a·n
out attempt to clean up the scandal-riddun 
system will not do. 

Perhaps the strongest criticism of the 
Senate bill bas been leveled at the federal 
inspection of large inland terminals. Al
though all the indictments in the grain 
scandal to date have been based on irregu
larities discovered at port facilities, the Des 
Moines Register reported that Agriculture 
Department auditors have found "evidence 
that seexns to indicate past patterns of 'short
weighing' of grain at both export elevators 
and large inland elevators"; and in its re
port to Congress, the GAO noted that con
ditions that led to abuses at export elevators 
are also present inland. Federal inspection 
thus would seem to be necessary at these 
places. 

Senate conferees will have a difficult task 
when they try to persuade the House that 
sufficiently tough controls are necessary, but 
they should make every effort to retain as 
much of their bill as possible. The con
tinued integrity of grain exports demands 
that the Government ensure complete and 
competent inspection of this valuable com
modity. 

[From t he S t. Louis, (Mo.) Post-Disp!'l.t.cb _. 
May 10, 1976] 

?l!fORI : REVELATIONS 

As Senate an d House conferees try to agree 
on a federal grain inspection law, continuing 
disclosures of questionable practices by th·J 
large grain companies emphasize the need for 
the strongest possible legislation. In New 
Orleans, where more than 50 defendants have 
been convicted for offenses related to the 
grain scandal, Cook tndustries, Inc. and Mis
sissippi River Grain Elevator, Inc. pleaded no 
contest to charges of conspiracy in systematic 
thefts of grain from foreign commerce. Con
tinental Grain Co. was recently fined the 
maximum penalty of $500,000 after pleadmg 
no contest to 50 counts of false declarati0ns 
on the weights of foreign shipments. Onl.y a 
few days before, the investigative branch of 
the Department of Agriculture turned o·.rer 
some of its findings to the Senate Agricult.ure 
Committee. This investigation disclosed dis
crepancies in the inventory records of three 
large grain exporters that may indicate that 
export shipments bad been shortweighted. 
In addition to these developments, the gov
ernment of India has filed suit, charging 
that five grain exporters "willfully, kn0w
ingly and secretly defrauded" it. 

Investigations are continuing, and there is 
reason to believe that more indictments will 
be filed and more wrongdoing will be dis
closed. As the scandal bas amply illustrat ed, 
cuiTent federal oversight has not been a cie 
quate, and strong measures must be taken to 
restore credibillty to the grain export trade. 
A bill passed by the Senate would come much 
closer to providing sufficient safeguards than 
would a House version. For this reason, we 
urge the Senate conferees to make every ef
fort to gain acceptance of as much of their 
bill as possible. 
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[From the Indianapolis (Ind.) News, May 10, 

1976] 
SHODDY GRAIN PRACTICES 

Nations that import corn, wheat and soy
beans from the United States have been get
ting a dirty deal. 

Literally. 
This has been established by the U.S. at

torney's office in New Orleans and by the 
General Accounting Office in Washington. 

GAO investigators visited Britain, west 
Germany, Israel, Japan, The Netherlands, 
India, Spain and Italy. Everywhere they 
heard complaints. 

The grain the nations received was lower 
in quality than what they had paid for. 
Wheat and corn frequently contained foreign 
matter and showed signs of heat damage. 
Soy mea.l was laden with foreign matter and 
very low in protein content. 

The nations said the problems they ex
perienced with imports from other countries 
were minor compared with U.S. grain. 

This is simply inexcusable. 
U.S. grain exports make the difference be

tween favorable and unfavorable balance of 
trade. Quite aside from that, they are an 
important political weapon, for they drama
tize the efficiency of the private American 
farmer as compared with the inefficiency of 
Communist collectives. 

One might imagine that, simply as a mat
ter of good business practice, grain ex
porters would give foreign customers what 
they are paying for. Call it stupidity on their 
part, but they are not. 

They have taken advantage of the fact 
that state and Federal supervision over grain 
exports is light. Many grain inspectors are 
private contractors. The GAO found that 
some of them also are principals in the grain 
exporting companies whose output they are 
charged with judging. It also found that 
bribery is rampant. 

The Senate Agriculture Committee has 
proposed the establishment of a new Federal 
Grain Inspection Agency within the Depart
ment of Agriculture. Its administrator would 
be appointed for a 10-year term, subject to 
Senate confirmation. 

All grain exporting companies would be 
required to register with the agency and 
disclose the names of their principal officers. 
They would be certified by the agency. This 
certification would be revoked if agency in
spectors found them engaging in any hanky 
panky. 

The agency inspectors would supplant pri
vate and state inspectors. 
. Normally, the less the Federal government 

meddles in business, the better. However, 
grain exports are a matter of national con
~ern. The fact that we can produce a surplus 
of grain whlle the Communists must 
scramble abroad for it has been viewed by 
the world as a sign of the superiority of the 
U.S. economic system over the Communist 
system. 

Shoddy practices reflect on the nation. 
Since investigation has disclosed that U.S. 

grain exporters cannot be depended upon to 
avoid shoddy practices, some kind of Fed
eral control over them seems necessary. 

[From the Memphis {Tenn.) Commercial 
Appeal, May 7, 1976] 

GRAIN TRADE SHENANIGANS 

Continental Grain Co., one of the world's 
largest handlers of grain in international 
trade, has pleaded no contest to federal 
charges that it short-loaded ships which 
were taking U.S. grains to foreign ports. 

The federal court case involved just 50 
instances of such short-loading. But the 
!irm readily admitted in court that it was . 
a practice that had been going ·on for four 
years. The sums involved were not estim.ated, 
but obviously they were large. 

The $500,000 fine which the court assessed 
for this may appear large, too, to ordinary 

citizens. But surely to a firm doing business 
in the volume that Continental does, that 
was merely a token fine-a small part of the 
cost of doing business. 

The Continental case was just the latest 
in a series of developments stemming from 
federal investigations of the grain trade, in
vestigations resulting mainly from exposures 
reported by a Des Moines newspaper inter
ested primarily in protecting the interests 
of thousands of farmers in the Midwest whose 
grains must pass through the channels of 
trade to reach the export markets. 

Federal grand juries have returned indict 
ments against seven companies and 48 indi
vi~uals. The charges include conspiracy, 
bribery, theft and income tax evasion. They 
involve practices in the weighing, grading 
a.nd shipping of grains. There have been 51 
convictions thus far. 

Yesterday Cook, Inc., of Memphis also was 
indicted by the New Orleans grand jury. 
Cook officials have said the company will 
not contest the charges and a $370,000 fine 
against it, either, explaining that the wrong
doing was the fault of employes no longer 
with the firm. It adds that the company it
self has been the victim of these actions. 

But all these shenanigans in the grain 
trade have been the result of loose super
vision by both the top managements of the 
firms involved and by the federal govern
ment. 

The Victims of these tricks and cheatings 
have been both U.S. farmers and foreign 
buyers of U.S. grains. But in a larger sense 
all of us have been the victims, for grains 
are a major source of foreign exchange for 
the nation and unless foreign buyers have 
confidence in U.S. products and U.S. trade 
practices, the nation loses that income from 
abroad and the value of the U.S. dollar 
suffers. 

The federal government already is suffer
ing the consequences of an erratic grain ex
port policy over recent years. Regular and 
heavy buyers of U.S. grains in the past have 
helped to establish new sources of such com
modities. If now they feel compelled to ex
pand those new sources or to find other al
ternatives for U.S. grain, the cost to this 
nation could over the years be heavy. 

It will be a cost not only because of the 
loss of those foreign markets but also be
cause with an agricultural plant geared to 
production far beyond domestic needs the 
loss of foreign markets wlll mean added cost 
to U.S. taxpayers for holding tremendous 
surpluses in storage. 

It is essential, therefore, that the federal 
government move just as swiftly as possible 
to follow up on these court cases which have 
brought into the open the scandals in the 
grain trade. The government must have closer 
control over the grading, inspection and 
weighing of grains. 

[From the St. Paul (Minn.) Pioneer Press, 
Apr. 30, 1976] 

GRAIN INSPECTION 

President Ford has threatened to veto any 
bill setting up full federal inspection of grain 
bound for export. The Senate has passed a 
bill providing such federal inspection and 
setting up an agency to handle it. The House 
has passed a blll for a joint state-federal 
inspection system, with the emphasis on 
state control. 

The President would favor a joint state
private inspection setup, incorporating the 
threat of federal intervention if it fails to 
function properly, but he has indicated he 
will accept a b111 based on the House version. 

The President has said his principal objec
tion to the Senate blll is in the creation of 
another federal bureaucracy "for no good 
reason." -

Spare us from needless proliferation of the 
federal bureaucracy, but in the case of grain 
inspection, there is good reason for the pro-

posed agency {which would be contained 
within the Department of Agriculture). 

Grain is the mainstay of American agri
cultural exports, and these exports are not 
only in turn a mainstay of American aooori
culture but vital to the nation's economic 
health. Our foreign customers, however, have 
become increasingly unhappy over the quality 
of these exports. Shortweights, adulteration, 
misgrading-these threaten the American 
suppliers and already are encouraging the 
customers to look elsewhere (Brazil, for a 
prime example) for the products. 

Obviously, the present grading system, pri
vately controlled, cannot be allowed to con
tinue. The wonder is it has been allowed to 
go on these many years. A largely state
contl·oUed system might be an improvement, 
but it would be open to the inconsistencies 
inherent in such a piecemeal, state-by-state 
setup. The standai'ds of Minnesota, for ex
ample, might differ a great deal from those 
of, say, Louisiana. The latter state, incident
ally, is the site of the largest grain shipping 
port (New Orleans) and has, as well, an un
fortunate but well-established tradition of 
public corruption. 

The export of grain is a national concern 
{as is all foreign trade) and logic recom
mends federal inspection. As Sen. Hubert 
Humphrey said, in commenting on the Sen
ate blll the other day, federal inspection of 
grain is inevitable. He likened it to federal 
inspection of meat, a step that was bitterly 
opposed in its day but has for decades been 
taken for granted. Federal grain inspection, 
too, will someday be taken for granted, and 
a start on it is overdue. 

fFrom the Nt>w Orleans (La.) States I t em, 
Apr. 14, 1976] 

Foan AND GRAIN 

President Ford showed a remarkable igno
rance of the facts in his remarks over the 
weekend on the issue of tougher grain in
spections. 

Shortweighting and thefts at grain eleva
tors constitute one of the monumental 
scandals in the nation's commercial history. 
Grand juries have returned almost 100 in
dictments in connection with mlsgra.dlng and 
shortweighting of grain bound for export. 
There have been more than 50 conVictions on 
charges of bribery and various other offenses. 
Every level of the grain handling industry is 
involved, from the crooked inspector, to the 
top grain company executive. 

The nation's good name as a participant in 
international trade has been dragged through 
the dirt. 

President Ford, speaking in El Paso, Tex .• 
seemed totally oblivious to the record or the 
problem. He called congressional action 
aimed at beefing up grain inspection ma
chinery overreaction to the scandals. He 
vowed to veto a blll eliminating private grain 
inspection companies. 

"I see no reason to replace privat e in
terest s with government controls," said :VIr. 
Ford. 

Private inspection companies, licensed and 
supposedly supervised by the United States 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) often 
have operated as an extension of the grain 
companies they were set up to police. Indeed, 
some inspection companies turn out to be 
subsidiary firms owned by the grain com
panies they were set up to inspect. 
· The question is not, as Mr. Ford seems to 

believe, whether the private inspection com
panies should be replaced. 

The Senate bill calls for the establishment 
of a new federal agency to conduct the in
spections. The House bill calls for state in
spection agencies closely supervised by the 
USDA. 

Sen. Dick Clark, D-Iowa, whose Senate 
Agriculture Committee has conducted exten
sive investigations into the grain scandals, 
was understandably "dismayed and disap
pointed"' at Mr. Ford's remarks. 
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•• After all the indictments and convictions, 

after all the evidence of corruption .•. it 1s 
hard to believe · that the President 1s against 
changing the present system in any basic 
way," he said. 

Either President Ford does not know the 
facts, or he chooses to ignore them. Major 
reforms are needed in the grain export in
dustry. 

[From the New Orleans (La..) States Item, 
Apr. 10, 1976] 

GRAIN ScANDAL BILLS 

The House and Senate are far apart on 
legislation aimed at dealing with widespread 
grain handling scandals at U.S. elevators and 
ports. Fallure to enact sufficiently tough leg
islation during the current session of Con
gress would be a mistake. 

The Senate Agriculture Committee ap
proved a blll Wednesday calllng for a new 
Federal Grain Inspection Agency at ports and 
at the 25 largest inland grain terminals. The 
current system-private and state inspection 
agencies federally Ucensed-would end. 

The Senate approach seems much tougher 
than the House proposal. The House bUl 
places primary responslblllty for inspections 
with the Agriculture Department. The Agri
culture Department would delegate inspec
tion and weighing supervision to state agen
cles, but with beefed-up federal supervision. 
Thus, the House plan 1s not really much 
d11ferent from the existing system. 

The two plans present a serious problem, 
which is Ukely to be settled in a conference 
committee compromise. On one hand, there 
is a good argument to be made for not set
ting up another federal agency. The federal 
bureaucracy already 1S burdensome. Con
versely, the Agriculture Department has 
shown itself to be incapable of policing grain 
inspections. 

The inspection mess has created a crisls 
of commercial integrity at home and abroad. 
Thefts and shortwelghting participated in 
by g:ra1n companies and Inspectors have 
given the country an international black eye. 

If the nation's Image as an honest exporter 
o! commodities is to be salvaged, Congress 
must pass tough inspection legiSlation. Con
tinuing with a system that relies on the 
Agriculture Department entalls high rlsk. 
Congress must either take the inspection re
sponslbillty out of the hands of the depart
ment or assure Itself that there has been a 
fundamental turnabout within the agency, 
both in capab111ty and attitude. 

[From the Sioux Falls, s. Oak. Argus-Leader, 
Mar. 29, 1976] 

A FEDERAL OBLIGATION 

The House has passed a blll aimed at re
forming the nation's grain inspection sys
tem. However, the measure falls short of 
what should be done and ought to be 
strengthened in the Senate. 

The bill provides for federal control of the 
inspection and weighing of grain at export 
terminals and increases penalties for bribery, 
mlsweighing, misgradlng and other viola
tions of the U.S. Grain Standards Act. 

The need for these reforms has become ap
parent during the inspection scandals which 
have hit the grain industry over the last sev
eral months. Several employes of private 
agencies and three employes of a state in
spection agency 1n Louisiana have been in
dicted in a federal investigation of corrup
tion in the grain trade. 

The House bill would ellininate about 20 
privately operated grain inspection agencies 
now operating in grain ports and give respon
slbUlty to the :tedera.l governm.ent. 

However, the Secretary of Agriculture 
would be authorized to delegate the respon
sibility to state agencies, so that little would 
be gained. 

A proposed amendment, which unfortu
nately, was defeated, would have eliminated 

this authority of tlie secretary and required 
use of federal inspectors at grain ports. 

House proponents of stronger legislation 
called the measure that was approved a 
"grain-trade" bill and "a Ba.nd-Ald on a gap
ing wound." 

These views seem to be substantially ac
curate. Under the House blll. grain inspec
tion at interior terminals would continue 
under the system now in use, operating 
through private or state agencies. Something 
better is needed. 

The General Accounting Office, the in
vestigative and auditing arm of Congress, 
has done its own study of the grain inspec
tion situation and recommended outright 
federal inspection. This is the type of reform 
that should be passed. The states are not the 
agencies to carry out grain inspections in in
ternational trade. Nor are they competent to 
do so. 

A stronger blll more in line with the GAO's 
recommendations has been passed by the 
Senate Agriculture Committee. This is the 
inspection system the nation needs and it 
should be passed. 

[From the Lexington (Ky.) Herald, 
Apr. 9, 1976) 

GRAIN INsPECTION REFORM NEEDED 

OUt of the Senate Agriculture Committee 
has come the kind of reform that is needed 
in this country's grain inspection program. 

The bUl cans for federal inspection of 
grain at export points and ma.j<>r inland 
terminals. 

The blll would remove state and private 
agencies from the Inspection process. This 1s 
extreme action which is in contrast to a blll 
passed by a House committee which would 
still allow the Department of Agriculture to 
let state agencies conduct investigations. 

A fight over the two versions is expected. 
But during the debate, COngress should not 
lose sight of the need to drastically reform 
grain inspection programs. The Senate ver
sion would do a much better job of this. 

The General Accounting Office conducted 
an investigation last year into the grain in
dustry after several Indictments were issued 
against persons and firms for alleged viola
tions of grain-inspection laws. 

The GAO study, reported out in February, 
said "Weaknesses in the national inspection 
system have led to extensive cr1m1naJ abuses, 
such as intentional misgradlng of grain, 
short-weighting and using improperly in
spected carriers." 

The weaknesses in the inspection program 
are a threat to grain trade between this 
country and other nations. Other countries 
have already started boosting their produc
tion in certain grains to supply nations who 
have decided to cut down on their business 
with the u.s. 

The grain inspection weaknesses have 
caused serious doubt among U.S. customers 
about the integrity of this country's agri
cultural trade system. 

For the U.S. to convince its customers it 
is serious about correcting weaknesses in the 
system, extensive reform 1s needed. 

The Department of Agriculture has been 
anything but dynamic in its leadership and 
supervision of the grain inspection program. 
Changes in its attitude and the law itself 
are needed. 

Farmers in Kentucky and across the nation 
stand to lose if the U.S. 1s not able to con
vince its customers that it plans to be a 
good partner to do business with. This has 
not always been the case in the past. 

[From. the Des Moines Register, Apr. 8, 1976] 
NOT GOOD ENOUGH 

The U.S. House of Representatives has 
taken a major step toward reform of the 
grain inspection system by approving a blll 
to abollsh private inspection at export points. 
The measure takes a tough stand aga.lnst 

'00n1licts-of-interest by private inspection 
agencies at inland pomts and addresses other 
inspection problems. 

Much of the corruption in grain inspec
tion has involved the inspection by private 
agencies of grain for export. The bill's sub
stitution of federal inspection for private 
inspection is an essential step to restore the 
image of U.S. grain in overseas markets. 

Con1licts-of-interest in private agencies 
at inland points also are a major source of 
abuse. The blll tries to insure integrity in 
the inspection of grain for domestic use by 
eliminating such conflicts. 

But the bill falls short of creating the uni
form inspection system needed to ellminate 
the inaccuracies in grain grading, weighing 
and sampling that have plagued inspection 
at export and inland points. 

The House bill would eliminate private in
spection of export grain but it would allow 
state inspection agencies approved by the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) to 
continue inspecting export grain. The Gen
eral Accounting Office has found that state 
Inspection agencies generally are unwilling 
••to cooperate fully [with the USDA] in the 
proper administration of the inspection sys
tem," and often "resent . . . federal super
vlslon.•• 

The provision to permit private inspection 
at inland points would add to the inspection 
hodgepodge. 

The responsib1llty for supervising the grain 
inspection system would rest under the 
House bill with the USDA, even though the 
department has complied a sorry record in 
attacking Inspection abuses and inade
quacies. 

The major weaknesses of the House bill 
would be overcome by a blll by Iowa's Sen
ator Dick Clark approved by the Senate 
Agriculture COmmittee. The Senate bill 
would federalize grain inspection at all ex
port points and at major inland terminals. 
Responslblllty for the system would rest 
with a new federal grain inspection agency, 
which would be largely independent of the 
USDA. 

A federal inspection system run by an 
agency Independent of the USDA ofl'ers the 
best hope of correcting shortcomings in grain 
inspection. 

[From the Sioux Falls, S. Dak. Argus-Lear· 'r, 
Mar. 29, 1976] 

PASS SENATE GRAIN INSPECTION BILL! 

Three South Dakota, Iowa and Minnesota. 
United States senators are among the co
sponsors of the new, tough Senate bill de
signed to reform grain inspection in this 
country. 

The chief author of the measure is U.S. 
Sen. Dick Clark, D-Iowa. His blll is co-spon
sored by senators George McGovern, D-S.D., 
Hubert H. Humphrey, D-Minn., and Herman 
Talmadge, D-Oa. 

Humphrey's agriculture subcommittee ap
proved the blll last week. It will go before 
the full Senate Agriculture Committee April 
7, where a hard fight is expected on the 
measure. 

The blll would federalize inspection at all 
export elevators and federal agents would 
also handle inspection duties at 25 major 
inland grain terminals in 10 states. The bill 
is designed to combat the scandals uncov
ered in handling of grain for export. Inves
tigations thus far have resulted in indict
ments against 62 individuals and firms, on 
criminal charges which include mlsweighing, 
m.lsgrading, grain theft, conspiracy, bribery, 
and income tax evasion. 

A much m.llder bill has been approved b-r 
the House Agriculture Com.m.ittee. 

The Ford administration opposed the pro
vision in the Senate bill which would set up 
all federal inspection at ports and inland 
terminals, and also the language in the meas
ure which would set up a new, semt-inde-
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pendent federal grain inspection agency 
within the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

The grain trade, private agencies which 
handle inspections now and state depart
ments of agriculture oppose federalization. 
They all want to keep their roles in the 
present inspection system. 

congress should enact a measure that will 
remove a blight on American agriculture: the 
situation in which foreign buyers of United 
St.ates grain have been cheated on weighns, 
quality, etc. The buyers in Europe or Asia now 
can't be sure they'll get what they order from 
United States firms. 

We believe that the federalization ap
proach taken by Clark, McGovern, Humphrey 
and Talmadge is on the mark. Congress 
should pass the Senate measure-and the 
Ford administration should lend its assist
ance to the effort. 

Untied States grain exports amount to $12 
billion a year-the largest source of income 
from overseas. Serving that market well is 
essential to the future of South Dakota and 
other farmers in the nation. The United 
States credib111ty as a nation which wlll not 
tolerate cheating in export shipments is also 
at stake. 

[From the New York Times, Mar. 9, 1976] 
• • • AND GRAIN SCANDALS 

Scandals have dis1lgured this nation's 
grain sales to the Soviet Union and other 
foreign nations. Shipments have included 
defective and contaminated grain. When 
cargo ships were hard to get, dirty, ill-main
tained vessels have been pressed into service. 

These abuses could occur because the in
spection system is seriously deficient. Except 
for state-run inspection systems that vary in 
size and competence, grain inspectors have 
been licensed employees of private firms in 
the grain trade. The opportunities for con
filet o! interest and corruption were numer
ous. A spate of indictments suggests some in
spectors were quite willing to exploit these 
profitable opportunities at the expense of 
foreign consumers and of Ame1·ica's good 
name. 

In the wake of these scandals, Congress 
has been considering remedial legislation. 
There is strong support in the Senate for a 
bill introduced by Senators Clark of Iowa 
and Humphrey of Minnesota to establish a 
Federal inspection service at all seaports and 
at the 25 largest inland terminals. At smaller 
terminals, the Agriculture Department 
would be authorized to contract out the in
specting responsibility to the states and to 
private individuals. These provisions of the 
Humphrey Clark bill are in accord with the 
findings of a General Accounting Office re
port on the grain inspection scandals in 
New Orleans and other major ports. 

Unfortunately, the House of Representa
tives is likely to act on this problem first; 
and the bill now being drafted in final form 
in the House Agriculture Committee is sig
nificantly weaker. It purports to ban con
flict-of-interest situations and would permit 
Federal inSpectors to make spot checks on 
their own initiative without waiting, as they 
are now required to do, for an appeal by one 
of the interested parties. But, in deference 
to the parochial traditions in the grain trade, 
the bill would allow state inspectors and 
licensed private individuals to continue to do 
most of the work as long as they met Fed
eral standards. 

The boom in grain exports in recent years 
caused, in part, by the huge, unanticipated 
Russian purchases had the unintended ef
fect of calling public attention to some 
shoddy, indefensible practices. The House 
cannot blink these disclosures away. A com
pletely independent Federal inspection, as 
envisaged in the Hwnphrey-Clark b111, is 
essential to genuine reform. 

[From the Minneapolis Tribune, Mar. 6, 1976] 
GRAIN INSPECTION; A 'MINNESOTA PLAN' 
Shortcomings in graln inspection at U.S. 

export points have become so obvious that 
there is no longer any question about the 
need to overhaul the sys.tem. A question does 
remain as to which of two approaches to re
form would better serve the country. That 
favored by Rep. Bob Bergland-and by other 
Minnesotans on the House Agriculture Com
mittee, Republican as well as Democratic
seems to us preferable. 

Bergland's proposal for an all-federal in
spection system. and the support for that 
idea by his Minnesorba colleagues, carries 
added weight because of this state's unblem
ished reputation. State inspection of grain 
exported from Duluth has produced none of 
the charges of fraud and theft that have 
plagued Southern ports, Louisiana in partic
ular. The Minnesota congressmen are there
fore not urging legislation to correct faults 
in their own state, but a.re looking for fed
eral remedies to what is essentially a national 
problem. 

The reluctance of the administration a.nd 
a slim majority on the House committee to 
face the problem squarely is, we think, 17he 
flaw in their alternative proposal. The alter
native does ta.ke the essential step of remov
ing private agencies from the grain-inspec
tion business, but le.xity by some state agen
cies has also been a. cause, direct or indirect, 
of many of the indictments handed down so 
far. The administration would meet that 
problem by tightening supervision of sta.te 
inspectors by the U.S. Department of Agri
culture. That might prove adequate. But we 
think Bergland is right in calling the situa
tion serious enough to justify full federal 
inspection-which would be similar to pra.c
tices followed with other commodities. 

Bergland's bill lost in a close committee 
vote this week. But legislation slmilar to his 
is being offered in the other house by Sen. 
Humphrey, and there still is a chance of re
viving the Bergland blll on the House :O.oor. 
That is what we hope takes place. Partial 
federal inspection strikes us as a ha.Itway 
measure for dealing with a. problem that de
serves full federal attention. 

[From the Houston (Tex.) Post, Feb. 29, 1976) 
ALL THE GooDS 

Pressure 1s bullding to overhaul the na
tion's scandal-ridden grain inspection system. 
But the Ford a.dministration and some mem
bers of Congress are at odds over how to curb 
abuses in the inspection and movement of 
grain, especially that destined for shipment 
abroad. The General Accounting omce, the 
congressional watchdog agency, wants the 
government to take over grain inspection, 
removing it from the more than 100 state 
and private agencies that now do the job 
under federal licensing and supervision. The 
administration opposes the GAO recommen
dations, p1·eferring instead to make reforms 
within the framework of the existing system. 
The u.s. Department of Agriculture has pro
posed several changes to eliminate possible 
conflict of interest between the grain com
panies and the inspection agencies. But the 
GAO contends that the USDA's reforms 
would not remedy basic weaknesses in the 
present system. 

The grain scandals grew out of an investi
gation into allegations of widespread tht"'.ft, 
bribery, fraud and other wrongdoing that 
initially centered in New Orleans, but has 
now expanded to other parts of the country. 
The probe has so far resulted in the indict
ment of 61 persons and four firms on nearly 
300 violations of the federal grain inspection 
laws. In recent years a growing number of 
foreign buyers of U.S. wheat, corn, soybeans 
and other grains have complained that they 
were shortchanged in both quallty and quan-

tity. Charges of excessive dirt in shipments, 
substandard grain and short weights have 
poured into the Agriculture Department from 
disgruntled customers throughout the world. 

If the government took over the grain in
spection system, it would have to hire hun
dreds of inspectors and samplers. By far the 
largest number of experienced people work 
for the state and private inspection agencies. 
New inspectors, whether they were hired to 
replace or supplement the present ones 
would have to be trained. The GAO has pro
posed a. force of about 3,000 federal employees 
to weigh, inspect and grade grain and to 
supervise the remaining contract inspectors 
in less-active inland shipping points. While 
it would inescapably create a new federal 
bureauc1·acy, direct government control of 
inspection would also lat·gely do away With 
the present system under which the govern
ment licenses state and private inspectors to 
enforce federal standards on grain. This is 
somewhat like hiring a. private police force 
to enforce the laws. 

Our export of agricultural products is a 
major factor in our favorable balance of 
trade. The U.S. sold $21.8 blllion in agricul
tural commodities abroad last year. Grain 
sales accounted for $12.5 billion of that total. 
Considering what 1s at stake, we should give 
high priority to reforms that will restore the 
confidence of overseas customers in our abil
Ity to deliver the goods, all the goods-un
dlluted. The government should take direct 
responsibllity for guaranteeing the quality 
and quantity of grain sold for export. 

[From the Delta Farm Press, Feb. 20, 1976] 
GRAIN INSPECTION NEEDS USDA TAKEOVER 
It is time for the USDA to get into the 

grain inspection business on a. full-time basis 
and for the states' independent inspectors 
and trade associations to withdraw. 

Because of widespread abuses and con
mcts-of-interest, the U.S. grain farmer could 
And his $21-bllllon-a-year export business in 
serious jeopardy. 

Even with more than 60 individuals and 
four firms indicted for alleged violations of 
grain inspection laws, the USDA is still in
sisting only on a rather minor adjustment 
in its role as inspector of U.S. grain ship
ments. 

According to a spokesman for the Agri
cultural Marketing Service in Atlanta., the 
changes proposed in the inspection regula
tions would: 

(1) Avert potential conflicts of interest by 
prohibiting ownership of grain inspection 
agencies by boards of trade or any other 
similar organization whose membership in
cludes g1·ain companies or grain company 
officials. 

(2) Make clear that each grain inspection 
agency is fully responsible for the conduct of 
its employees. 

( 3) Provide for USDA to temporarily sus
pend the designation of a. grain inspection 
agency Without first affording an opportu
nity for a hearing. 

(4) Provide that AMS approve the sched
ule of fees each inspection agency cha1·ges 
for its grain inspection services. 

(5) Require an independent annual audit 
of how each inspection agency uses the fees 
it collects. 

This is all well and good. But the scandals 
that llave infected the grain inspection sys
tem, from shortweighing to deliberate in
clusion of trash and other foreign matter 
in shipments, have been so wanton and wide
spread that it behooves the USDA to effect 
a full takeover of the program. 

No svstem is fool-proof. But complete fed
eral admln1sterlng of the program would go 
a. long way in reducing possible conflicts-of
interest. As long as other persons are in
volved. the door to such temptations ir,; still 
ajar. 
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Following a month long investigation, the 
General Accounting Oftice has found that the 
current inspection system has operated with
out effective controls, tolerated conflicts o! 
interest between the grain inspection and 
merchandising operations and has been un
responsive to federal supervision. 

Thus, it seems to us, that merely tighten
ing of federal strings within the system will 
not do. The key phrase in the GAO report 
is that the system "has been unresponsive to 
federal supervision!' Mere further federal 
monitoring and supervision does not appear 
to be the answer. 

The USDA contends that its proposed 
changes "would give officials a stronger hand 
in dealing with the grain inspection agencies 
it designates and with members of the grain 
trade who use inspection services. 

But USDA misses the point. As long as 
members of the grain trade and others are 
involved, the confilct remains. 

Under current law, the USDA acts only 
as an overseer of grain inspection, leaving 
the actual checking and weighing to federally 
licensed inspectors who work !or the states 
or private trade groups. The new proposal 
does little more than tighten the same old 
regulations. 

This is not enough. There is too much at 
stake. GAO, in its lengthy probe, reported 
that many foreign customers of U.S. grains 
belleved that they regularly received lower 
quallty and weight than they paid for. Many 
buyers have already reduced their purchases 
of U.S. grains and are buying more from 
other countries. A few have completely 
stopped buying our grain, altogether, said in
vestigators. 

Neither the farmer or the nation can con
tinue with this program lf there is even 
the slightest hint that sweeping reforms 
have not been conducted and that the taint 
has been completely cleansed from the sys
tem. 

we must agree with the GAO in its recom
mendation to Congress that it direct the 
USDA to assume responsiblllty as soon a.s 
possible !or sampling, grading and weighing 
grain and for lssulng the required inspection 
certlfl.cates at all ports where grain !or ex
port is loaded. 

This authority in no way should be dele
gated. There is simply too much at stake. We 
must rebuild confidence in our exports on the 
part of foreign buyers and do it now. 

·(From the Christian Science Monitor, Feb. 20, 
1976] 

SWEEP UP THE GRAIN SCANDAL 

A seven-month investigation by the Gen
eral Accounting Ofllce (GAO) now confi.rmS 
what recent reports and court actions had 
indicated: the U.S. grain shipment industry 
1s so tainted by coiTUption that swift and 
major action by the federal government 1s 
imperative. 

Investigations which began in New Orleans 
one and a half years ago so far have resulted 
in 60 indictments on 280 speclflc crlmlnal 
acts including theft, bribery, mlsgrading, tax 
evasion, and conspiracy in the grain indus
try. Four companies and several industry ex
ecutives have been convicted so far. 

The Grain Standards Act of 1968 estab
lished the present system whereby grain in
spections are made by private or state agen
cies with what bas turned out to be inade
quate federal supervlslon. Since the private 
agencies are paid by the grain companies, an 
obvious confilct o! Interest arises: the In
spectors depend for their own well-being on 
the companies they are supposed to pollee. 

There has been widespread "short-weight
ing" o! grain shipment records and the falsi
fying of cargo grade levels. There have been 
Instances of bribes taken by U.S. Agriculture 
Department employees charged with over
seeing the inspection process. 

The short-weighting was particularly prev
alent in shipments to those poorer countries 
which lacked the facilities to check imports, 
including Food for Peace recipients. Coun
tries which import U.S. grain have continu
ally complained about the quantity and qual
ity of shipments and some have switched to 
other sources for their imports. 

The Ford administration wants to beef up 
federal supervisory capabilities, while keep
ing the system of private inspection agencies 
in place. But the GAO and many career pro
fessionals within the Agriculture Department 
have concluded that only a federal inspec
tion system can ellmlnate the abuses of the 
past. Indeed, we fully agree with Senator 
Humphrey, chairman of the Senate subcom
mittee on foreign agriculture pollcy, when 
he says that "the failures of the present sys
tem are so massive that they cannot be cor
rected by tinkering." 

At present, federal authorities may not 
even make inspections 1n those areas where 
the licenses of corrupt private inspectors 
have been suspended. Congress should act 
quickly to give the Agriculture Department 
this emergency authority, as requested by the 
department. 

But in order to clean up and restore 
confidence in the important $12 billion U.S. 
grain exporting business, lawmakers should 
give serious thought to establishing an inde
pendent federal inspection system. 

[From the Lincoln (Nebr.) Star, Feb. 20, 
1976] 

CLEAN INSPECTIONS, CLEAN GRAIN 

A federal takeover of grain inspections as 
suggested by the General Accounting Office 
(GAO) appears necessary to restore overseas 
confidence in U.S. grain exports. 

Shortweight and low quality grain ship
ments to foreign buyers have given the Amer
ican grain export trade a severe black eye. 
The trouble has been traced to scandals in
volving major exporters and the present sys
tem of state and private firm grain inspec
tions. There are conflicts of Interest in many 
cases In which grain inspection firms are 
owned or controlled directly or indirectly by 
major grain companies. Indictments alleging 
more than 280 criminal acts connected with 
grain inspections, mainly at port terminals, 
have been handed down. 

Shortwelght and low quality shipments
allegedly the result of purposeful manipula
tions during the inspection process and 
blending down to grade at export elevators-
have caused some foreign buyers to quit pur
chasing American grain. 

This is a tragic Injustice to American grain 
farmers, who produce high quality grain. 

The GAO has recommended that the U.S. 
Agriculture Department be given immediate 
authority to step in and inspect grain in 
areas where ••serious problems" with state 
or private inspection systems are found. 
A!ter the lnltia.l emergency stage, the Agri
culture Department would take control of 
inspection services "at the earliest p06S1ble 
date", including sampling, weighing and 
grading, at all ports. Then under the recom
mendation COngress would direct the depart
ment to extend the new system to major in
land terminals and provide services at minor 
inland terminals and country elevators either 
through federal agents or through contracts 
with federally-supervised state and private 
agencies. 

Sen. Hubert Humphrey intends to introduce 
immediately a. bill to carry out the plan. Op
position from the major grain companies and 
the Ford a.dmlnistratlon is predicted. 

But a federal takeover of the inspection 
system seems to be essential to protect the 
good name of American farmers and to keep 
this nation in a healthy, competitive posi
tion in the world grain market. 

Humphrey believes that mere federal su-

pervision or monitoring of the present system 
is not enough ... Fallures of the present sys
tem are so masslve they cannot be cor
rected by tinkering," he says. 

There does indeed seem to be massive rot 
in the present system. Although it may cost 
more money to have the government test 
grain, it would be worth it. 

[From the Memphis (Tenn.) Commercial 
Appeal, Feb. 18, 1976] 

FEDERAL GRA~ INSPECTORS 

The General Accounting Office now has 
issued its report on the unfolding grain in
spection scandals and it calls for the Agri
culture Department itself taking responsibil
ity for the sampllng, grad.ing and weighing of 
grain shipments rather than farming out 
that business to private interests. 

The GAO hardly could recommend other
wise. 

The evidence of corruption in the grain in
spection system in recent years has been 
overwhelming. The Ust of indictments and 
convictions already is long, and the grand 
jury system still bas not completed its work 
by any means. 

What the GAO is ca.lllng !or now is what 
some senators were demanding as early a.s 
last June when Senate Agriculture Commit
tee members were looking into the first news 
accounts of the scandal. 

The Agriculture Department has been 
dragging its feet in getting the situation 
corrected. Secretary Earl Butz spent a. lot of 
time saying there were only a few bad apples 
in the grain inspection business and that the 
amount of exports involved was but a small 
fraction of the total. Other USDA officie.ls 
begged Congress to hold off on any orders to 
beef up the federal supervision of the inspec
tion service, saying it needed time to train 
new supervisors. 

But as the revelations of corruption in
creased, the department has been forced to 
start moving. On Jan. 23 of this year it fi
nally announced it was juggling the work 
schedules of already overworked and short
handed federal supervisors to provide night 
and weekend supervision. And that day, also, 
the department announced it finally was hir
ing and tralnlng 210 new employes to enlarge 
the grain division field office staffs. 

All this is tacit admission by the USDA 
that it has fa.iled to supervise the inspection 
services properly in the past. And it 1s also 
admission that the scandal at the ports has 
been far greater than the USDA was willing 
to admit a year ago. 

There is no guarantee that an all-federal 
inspection service wm be 100 per cent honest. 
But the chances of corrupting such inspec
tors surely wlll be fru- less than what it was 
under the farmed-out system we have had 
in the past. 

COngress should act promptly to comply 
with the recommendations which now have 
been made not only by the GAO but also by 
senior members of the congressional agricul
ture committees who are fully famlliar with 
the problem. 

[From the Chattanooga (Tenn.) Times, 
May 12, 1976] 

HARVEST OF SHAME 

Fines totaling $930,000 have been levied 
on three major corporations engaged in in
ternational grain sales 'for systematically 
stealing grain from foreign commerce, ap
propriate punishment !or crlmlnal activity 
that was brea.th-ta.Jdng in its audacity. 

It may be some time before the Justice 
Department closes the book on the scandaL 
Already the llst of companies and individuals 
convicted in the affair is a long one and the 
investigation o! otllcla.ls of the companies 
fined Thursday, Cook Industries of Memphis 
and Mississippi River Grain Elevator, Inc., 
of New Orleans, is reportedly continuing. 
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The indictments returned aga.lnst Cook 

and MRGC (and a simllar one that pre
cipitated a $500,000 fine against Continental 
Grain Co.) demonstrate that the officials con
ducted the conspiracy with business-like ef
ficiency. 

Orders were handed down directing that 
ships bound for the Mediterranean, South 
Asia or the Midwest be systematically short
weighted by 1% per cent-later increased to 
3 per cent for some destinations-presum
ably because docks in those countries lacked 
the necessary equipment to detect the short
ages. Ships bound for Europe, however, where 
scales were more sophisticated, were short
weighted only eight-tenths of one per cent. 
It is interesting, too, that tolerances allow
ing or permissible shortweightlng-which re
flected the assumption that exact weight was 
impossible in grain shipments-were at times 
simply adopted as policy, thus assuring con
sistently dishonest sales. 

The government stlll has a long way to go 
in attempting to clean up an industry shot 
through with corruption. Wholehearted co
operation by the Industry's leaders is ab
solutely essential and should be forthcom
ing. 

[From the Memphis (Tenn.) Press-Scimltar, 
May8,1976] 

CooK AND 'l'BE GRAIN SCANDALS 
AB news stories unreeled about the scan

dalous short-weighting practices of some of 
the largest U .8. grain exporters, we had 
hoped Memphis-based Cook Industries, Inc .. 
would not be drawn into the deplorable 
picture. 

Unhappily, that isn't the way it turned 
out. 

A federal grand Jury in New Orleans in
dicted Cook Industries Thursday on 37 
counts of short-weighting grain shipments 
to foreign countries over a five-year period. 
Company officials pleaded "no contest" to 
the charges and accepted a $370,000 fine. 

And there may be more to come. A U.S. 
attorney said additional Indictments are 
possible ln connection with Cook's opera
tions. 

In Thursday's indictments It was charged 
that Cook offictals conspired at a Memphis 
meeting in 1970 to steal grain from ships 
being loaded at the firm's elevator near 
Reserve, La. 

The only bright side we can see in this 
situation is the statement by E.W. (Ned) 
Cook, board chalrman of Cook Industries, 
that those involved in the alleged fraud are 
no longer employed by the company-and 
that the short-weighting incidents had oc
curred without his (Cook's) knowledge. 

The indictment of Cook Industries, the 
nation's third largest grain exporter, fol
lowed by two days a s1mllar indictment on 
50 counts against Continental Grain Co. of 
New York, which was fined $500,000. 

Last y.>ar, 52 individuals and firms, includ
Ing three top grain exporters, were indicted 
in connection with grain fraud. 

Conspiracies to cheat on shipments to for
eign nations-on top of the revelations of 
widespread bribery of foreign officials and 
business leaders by U.s. exporters-can serve 
only to lower the esteem of the United States 
on the international scene. 

Perhaps the saddest part of the short
measure conspiracies is that It involved 
food-much of which was bound for nations 
such as India and Pakistan, where hunger 
and malnutrition are widespread. The gov
ernment of India has filed suit already fOl' 
$215 milllon against Cook Industries and 
four other firms to reclaim alleged losses. 

In attempts to solve the export problems, 
the U.S. House and Senate have passed dif
ferent bllls-both aimed at substituting gov
ernm.ent inspectors for private grain inspec
tion firm..s at export points. They are trying 
to resolve differences between the two bllls. 

Strict regulations controlling the sale and 
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shipment of grains to foreign countries are 
called for if the United States is to retain lts 
good name in the markets of the world. 

[From the Nashvllle (Tenn.) Banner. 
May 8,1976) 

U.S. WAGE HURT BY "GRAIN'' FINEs 
We are truly saddened by the fines levied 

against Cook Industries. Inc., of Memphis 
and Continental Grain Co. of New York and 
other major grain exporters. 

We are saddened because we are once again 
the "ugly American" who plain cheated our 
foreign customers. The events create a slur 
against all American businessmen. 

Remember when the words "Made in 
Japan" were synonymous with Junky prod
ucts and poor craftsmanship? How does the 
phrase "Cheated by the U.S.A." make you 
feel? 

Someone is going to try to take the posi
tion that these companies actually pleaded 
"nolo contendere" to the multiple counts 
that they had cheated foreign customers. 
And that the pleas mean the defendants did 
not choose to contest the charges but that 
they didn't admit anything. 

Don't buy it. A nolo contendere plea is a 
gullty plea and stands on the books as such. 
The blame can't be set aside by saying the 
companies are all so busy that it was easier 
to pay the fines than have a long court fight 
over a debatable matter. 

The companies involved are the major 
shippers of American grain to Europe, Asia, 
South America and elsewhere. The question 
of whether some of those shipments caused 
lnfiated consumer prices here at home is 
complex. At best, we hoped that we were 
doing the right thing by the have-not na
tions in sharing our grain abundance. 

But whatever good government intent was 
behind It is marred by commerclal chiseling 
of one to three per cent by shortweJghtlng, 
polluting, stealing or otherwise fa1llng to 
deliver what was purchased. And that•s sad. 

The International image of the U.S. is bad 
enough in a lot of places. This adds damage 
in excess of the fines levied against the 
companies. 

[From the Kansas City Times. May 7, 1976) 
GRAIN SHIPMENT FllAUDS ABE A NASTY 

BUSINESS 

In the beglnnlng nearly two years ago, tt 
appeared that frauds in the shipment of 
U.S. grain abroad from the Gulf ports, par
ticularly New Orleans, were the work of a 
few dishonest individuals. But Gerald Gal-
11nghouse, United States attorney in New 
Orleans, and his staff continued digging into 
mounting evidence. It now ls apparent that 
export frauds were widespread and pervasive. 
a virtual network of organized crime which 
included several of the huge international 
export houses. 

The latest revelations involve the Conti
nental Grain Company, Cook Industries and 
Mlssisslppi River Grain Elevator, Inc., which 
pleaded no contest to charges of shortweigh
ing ships loaded with grain for our good 
foreign customers. Earlier, the Bunge Corpo
ration was involved through actions of its 
executives. Continental accepted a $500,000 
fine, Cook $370,000 and Mississippi $60,000, 
the maximums provided for violations of the 
Export Administration Act. 

It ls vital now to continue the investiga
tion. It also is important for the grain in
dustry, which ls composed mainly of six or 
seven exporting giants, to realize that it ls 
affecting adversely the economy of the entire 
nation when it misweighs and misgrades 
export grain, a. $22-blllion business annually. 

Farmers, politicians and industry spokes
men argue co=ectly that such exports have 
had a major role In paying for the nation's 
rising oil imports as well as other U.S. needs. 
Anything which undermines the ability of 

the U.S. to sell tts grain abroad eats away 
at that buying power, which. 1n turn, en
dangers the Jobs and livelihoods of m1lllons 
of Americans. 

More than that, such tomfoolery also en
dangers the entire grain marketing structure 
of the United states. I.t could induce Con
gress, many of whose members are already 
leaning in that direction, to pass legislation 
placing the grain industry in the hands of 
the government. That legislation mJght even 
el1mlnate such valued and historically sound 
pricing and marketing institutions as pri
vately operated Boards of Trade. The new 
charges against Continental and Cook are 
causing members of the Kansas City Board 
of Trade concern for the future. The same 
ls true of other major futures markets in 
Chicago and Minneapolis. 

The time for simplistic defenses on the 
part of the industry is past. Executives of 
grain companies now must either take posi
tive action to Insure that unlawful practices 
are ended-or be removed in favor of those 
who w111. In the name of competitiveness, 
the grain trade traditionally has operated In 
secrecy, but perhaps the best route now ls a 
thorough publlc alring. 

The American publlc is tired of hearing 
that it should have more confidence in big 
business, when elements of big business con
tinues to gtve it reason for doubt. The record 
of bribes and scandals here and abroad in 
recent years is unsavory. The grain industry 
might be a good place to start. In fact, a 
move ln that direction already is occurring. 
Farmer-owned co-operatives, such as Far
Mar-co .• Ine., of Hutchinson, Kans., and or
ganizations like the American Farm Bureau 
Federation and the National Farmers Orga
nization are beginning to provide marketing 
alternatives. 

So far those efforts have been mlnimal. 
Such groups export only 9 per cent of the 
U .8. grain sold overseas; the major compa
nies handle the rest. But those alternatives 
should be considered by farmers, who are 
being vtetlmlzed directly by the shoddy per
formances that have come to light. 

Most grain farmers continue to prefer pri
vate marketing arrangements, rather than 
state trading, and for good reason. The sys
tem. up until recently, has served American 
agriculture and the public well. But neither 
farmers, nor the public, w1ll be w1lllng to 
tolerate any more mischief by the private 
and secretive grain giants. For both eco
nomic and humanitarian reasons, the stakes 
are too high. 

[From the Phoenix (Ariz.) Republic, Apr. 28, 
1976) 

NECESSARY REGULATION 

Nations that Import corn, wheat and soy
beans from the United States have been 
getting a dirty deal. 

Literally. 
This has been established by the U.S. 

attorney's o11lce in New Orleans and by the 
General Accounting Office in Washington. 

GAO investigators visited Britain. West 
Germany, Israel, Japan, The Netherlands, 
India, Spain and Italy. Everywhere they 
heard complaints. 

The grain the nations received was lowttr 
in quality than what they had paid for. 
Wheat and corn frequently contained foreign 
matter and showed signs of heat damage. 
SOy meal was laden with foreign matter and 
very low in protein content. 

The nations said the problems they expe
rienced with imports from other countries 
were minor compared with U.S. grain. 

This ls simply inexcusable. 
u.s. grain exports make the dl1ference be

tween a favorable and unfavorable balance 
of trade. Quite aside from that. they are 
an important polltlcal weapon, for they 
dramatize the efficiency of the private Amer
ican farmer as compared with the inemclency 
of Communist collectives. 



15586 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE ~fay 26, 1976 
One might imagine that, simply as a mat

ter of good business practice, grain exports 
would give foreign customers what they are 
paying for. Call it stupidity on their part, 
but they are not. 

They have taken advantage of the fact 
that state and federal supervision over grain 
exports is light. Many grain inspectors are 
private contractors. The GAO found that 
some of them also are principals in the grain 
exporting companies whose output they are 
charged with judging. It also found that 
bribery is rampant. 

The Senate Agriculture Committee has 
proposed the establishment of a new Federal 
Grain Inspection Agency within the Depart
ment of Agriculture. Its administrator would 
be appointed for a 10-year term, subject to 
Senate confirmation. 

All grain exporting companies would be re
quired to register with the agency and dis
close the names of their principal officers. 
They would be certified by the agency. This 
certification would be revoked 1f agency in
spectors found them engaging in any hanky
panky. 

The agency inspectors would supplant pri
vate and state inspectors. 

Normally, the less the federal government 
meddles in business, the better. However, 
grain exports are a. matter of national con
cern. The fact that we can produce a sur
plus of grain while the Communists must 
scramble abroad for it has been viewed by 
the world as a sign of superiority of the U.S. 
economic system over the Communist system. 

Shoddy practices reflect on the nation. 
Since investigation has disclosed that U.S. 

grain exporters cannot be depended upon to 
avoid shoddy practices, some kind of fed
eral control over them seems necessary. 

SPEECH BY VIRGINIA H. KNAUER 
Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. President, Vir

ginia Knauer, Special Assistant to the 
President for Consumer Affairs, recently 
addressed the graduating class of Our 
Lady of Angels College, Aston, Pa. Her 
speech is timely and informative, and I 
ask unanimous consent that it be printed 
in the RECORD in order that others might 
have an opportunity to review it. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ANCHORING THE PENDULUM 

(Remarks by Virginia. H. Knauer) 
President Madonna Marie, members of the 

faculty, distinguished guests, ladies and 
gentlemen: 

I feel especially privileged-and honored
to be with you today to help you celebrate 
this most important event. 

My first official duty as a. commencement 
speaker is to congratulate you for surviving 
four years of rigorous exams, finals, assign
ments, and various indignities administered 
by insensitive faculty members. My second 
official duty is to express the official hope 
that you will survive all the celebrations 
planned tonight. 

My third duty is a bit more painful. The 
stated purpose of a commencement speaker 
is to give some insight to the graduates 
about the times we live in. One might say 
that this is a high purpose of education
to understand our world and from under
standing, cope. 

It 1s perhaps unfortunate that it is often 
customary for commencement speeches to be 
filled with glowing words about high ex
pectations and high hopes for the future. I 
bring you no such soothing words today, no 
dramatic or romantic visions about what to 
expect tomorrow-no pablum. 

I want today to present to you a broad mo
aaic of our «>unt.l'y. I want to share with you 

some o! the problems, the fears and the 
hopes of our major institutions, and from 
this I want to ask your help, because your 
help is sorely needed. 

There is a saying about our country that 
its philosophy is somewhat like a pendu
lum-we move to liberalism one decade and 
a decade later to conservatism. But the 
premise ha.s always been that there will be 
something there to hold the pendulum as it 
swings back and forth. And that some
thing is our major institutions-the family, 
the school, the chw·ch, the law, and the gov
ernment. All of these institutions have been 
built to a greater or lesser degree on a 
Judeo-Christian heritage. This heritage, 
based on the belief in God, gave us a system 
of values which in essence is the bedrock 
of a viable civilization. Honesty, charity, 
knowledge, respect for the law, respect for 
property, self respect, self discipline, re
straint, tolerance, perseverance, courage, 
modesty, humiUty-we inherited these prin
ciples. And as Pope Paul VI recently re
minded us, we put many of these values into 
a Constitution, into a Bill of Rights, and into 
a Declaration of Independence, and these 
principles, these values, helped to make our 
nation grow and flourish. 

This is not to say that we have not had 
our failures, or that throughout our history 
we have always been a nation of principle. 
There is, the philosophers tell us, in each of 
us a. Dr. Jekyll and a Mr. Hyde. Sometimes 
Mr. Hyde succeeds in reaching high places 
of power in government, in business, in the 
church, or in the schools. This is the nature 
of all human institutions. But the many 
Judea-Christian principles which we in
herited have-by and large-acted as a 
beacon so that we may steer the ship of state 
safely and so that we ourselves may have 
our laudable self goals-so that Dr. Jekyll 
will be the rule and not the exception. At
tempting to adhere to or live up to this 
notable heritage, we have in the past been 
able to form first a viable individual, second, 
a viable family, and from these form viable 
communities, schools, businesses and gov
ernment institutions. The pendulum held in 
place no matter whether the current vogue 
was liberalism or conservatism as defined by 
the ages one lived ln. There could be and 
would be emotional debate over whether gov
ernment could best solve the problem or 
whether it was best left up to the private 
sector. But there would be no debate over 
cherished, historic principles. The institu
tions would hold, and the pendulum would 
stay in place. 

But one questions today whether that 
pendulum will stay anchored. Are we in effect 
losing our Judea-Christian heritage, and, as 
a result, witnessing the decline of our in
stitutions? The answer to that question is 
difficult and complex, and I for one am not 
about to declare unequivocally that we are 
going the way of the Romans. 

I am also aware that it is a trait of older 
generations to state unequivocally that the 
younger generation is going to the dogs. I do 
not think that. Rather, I think that it is 
the younger generation that has the best 
hope of rescuing us from what could be 
terminal cancer. And by that I mean that 1f 
we but briefly look at some of our major, his
toric institutions, we find that they are in 
deep trouble, trouble in which only a re
commitment to our values can save us. 

St. Thomas Aquinas had a saying about 
there being no need to prove that which was 
self evident. J. Walter Thompson, a major 
national advertising agency, recently visited 
the University of Pennsylvania for the pur
pose of showing to the students a self-evi
dent lesson it was trying to get across to its 
clients. The lesson was that business has a 
greater responsibility today to citizens than 
just making a profit. What J. Walter Thomp
son did was q.ulte simple and quite self evi
dent. It gave the students a capsule history of 

what entertains us. In the 1950's we were 
entertained by Marilyn Monroe, Milton Berle, 
cowboys, and swing bands. Today, we are en
tertained by brutal violence, bedroom scenes, 
harsh and crass commercialism, disasters, 
hedonistic game shows and massage parlors. 
We are given these things we are told, be
cause we demand them through the Nielsen 
ratings and through the cash register box. J. 
Walter Thompson is suggesting that perhaps 
it might be a. better idea. for business to 
think first about what is sold and how it's 
sold; that business has an ethical and a 
moral responsibility as well as the duty to 
make a profit. 

It would be erroneous, of course, to at
tempt to evaluate our country simply on 
the basis of mass culture. But it is one rele
vant sign of the time, and possibly a. portent 
of things to come. The question can be raised 
if mass culture standards declined so rapidly 
between the Fifties and the Seventies, what 
will the standards be in the Eighties? One 
central question, of course, is what does it 
say about the value of those who buy and 
those who sell? Another central question is 
the effect of a degrading mass culture on om· 
children. 

More symptomatic of our nation's health is 
the state of well being of some of our major 
institutions. History tells us that from the 
time when man first existed as a predatory 
creature, the family and the community have 
been the core of civilization. Yet the Census 
Bureau tells us that the family as an institu
tion is breaking up and so are communities. 
One out of every two marriages ends in di
vorce, young people are putting off marriages 
in growing numbers, more children live with 
only one of their parents, and more children 
are born out of wedlock. The Census Bureau 
also tells us that more and more Americans--
one out of every five every year-are moving 
with little chance to form the type of com
munities necessary to make local institutions 
prosper. 

While there are many legitimate cau es 
behind the rate of failing marriages and 
mass movements, the question again can be 
raised how many failures are due to a lack 
of proper values? In the past, spouses at
tempted to stick together through thick and 
thing, and loyalty and fidelity were con
sidered prime virtues. Now it appears that 
the first big argument is a. cause for break
ing the marriage vows. 

We find that the career woman is glorified 
while the important role of spouse and 
mother is downgraded. The word housewife 
has become a dirty word. We are all told that 
"doing one's own thing" is tantamount to 
happiness, but we forget that doing one's 
own thing is also the definition of a savage. 
And that definition rules out one which says 
that happiness comes from giving. 

It is said that one can quote statistics to 
prove any point, and I suppose there is a 
great deal of truth in that statement. But 
what are we to say about statistics that show 
the rate of violent crime increasing every 
year, with poorly educated young people com
miting most of the violence? What do we say 
about statistics that show that in the pa t , 
most murders were crimes of passion, while 
today more deaths are caused by strangers? 
Further, fewer criminals are caught, fewer 
are prosecuted, and fewer are sent to prison. 
Our Attorney General believes all this creates 
its own snowballing effect with more people 
attracted to the life of crime because of the 
inability of the legal institutions to properly 
apprehend and prosecute. And interestingly 
enough, our Attorney General states that the 
decline of some of our cherished institu
tions-the family, the community, the 
church, and the schools, have been a causa
tive factor behind the crime surge. 

These Institutions set, supported and en
forced community values, but what happens 
to that support when families and commu
nities desintegrate? 
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Right now. many of our citizens live in ter

ror behind heavy armoured, padlocked doors. 
They, in effect, live in a prison while the ter
rorists roam the street free. Communities be
come impossible to form because neighbors 
are afraid to visit neighbors even in broad 
daylight. If the crime rate continues, as some 
think it will, fear and terror rather than 
tranqullity will be the dominant social emo
tion. The effects of these characteristics on 
our society are horrifying to contemplate. 

What are we to say about the statistics 
concerning our schools? Each year, the scho
lastic achievement tests for graduating high 
school seniors gets lower and lower. More and 
more students don't know how to read, don't 
know how to write, and don't know how to 
add. We know from nationwide tests con
ducted by the National Assessment of Educa
tional Progress that very few adults-about 
16 percent--have the mathematical capabil
ity to balance a check book. 

We find the colleges blaming the high 
schools, the high schools blaming the grade 
schools, the grade schools, the parents, and 
the parents, the TV set. 

Professor Bartlett Giamatti of Yale Univer
sity reminds us that language is at the core 
of all growth. If we do not understand lan
guage, he says, we can never find out who we 
are, and we will stay in an eternal play
ground, never becoming fully developed citi
zens. The same can be said of math. Simply 
to exist in this complex, rapidly changing 
marketplace. we must have a sound grasp of 
this basic subject. 

Looking at other barometers, we find 
through the national polls that few citizens 
hold much respect for any of our major in
stitutions. The government, business, the 
courts, the law-few institutions hold the 
high esteem they once held. 

Few people trust, respect, or believe any in
stitutional leader. To be in with the public, it 
appears, one must be outside an institution, 
so that there can be no suspicion of any self
interest. 

But if this attitude remains, how will we 
be able to solve problems? Right now there 1s 
an energy crisis which will get worse every 
year as our domestic energy resources decline. 
Yet no matter how many leaders attempt to 
warn the public about this problem, few 
citizens believe we are in serious trouble. we 
are all suspect of crying "wolf." Yet the wolf 
will most certainly come during your lifetime 
unless we can arouse the support of our citi
zenry. 

Through all the gloom and all the gray 
there are a few encouraging signs. We know 
that many citizens are moving away from the 
cities not for new business opportunities in 
large metropolitan areas, but to small locall
ties where they can live in peace and estab· 
lish caring communities. 

In the past few years, we have made tre
mendous gains in obtaining justifiable rights 
for blacks, women. and consumers. We are 
creating a more just society !or these impor
tant segments of society. 

The New York Times informs us that the 
decline in enrollment in catholic schools 
has apparently halted. More and more par
ents and even more and more students are 
recognizing the need for moral and spiritual 
values. 

The Christian Science Monitor tells us that 
something simllar is happening in public 
schools. More and more classes in ethics are 
beginning. 

We find many of our educators turning 
away from new concepts that haven't worked 
to old ones that did. The basic skills and dis· 
cipline are starting to become acceptable 
once again. 

The polls ten us that the public too 1s 
starting to think about past values lost. The 
Gallup poll recently reported that 79 percent 
of the American people want instruction on 
morals and moral behavior taught. in our 
schools. 

We are starting to lose our thirst for the 
new just because it 1s new. We are starting 
to recognize that the principles of the past 
also apply to the future. We are learning not 
to confuse liberty with license. 

Are these positive movements temporary 
anomalies or the beginning of spiritual, 
moral, and educational re-awakening? We 
don't know. 

For the answer to that we come back to 
you, the graduating class of 1976 from Our 
Lady of Angels College. 

We cannot risk that the fulcrum will fall, 
that the tremendous values given to us by 
our Judeo-Chrlstlan heritage wlll be replaced 
by characteristics more suitable to savages 
than to splrltual beings. We cannot risk that 
the beginning of an apparent re-awakening 
will fall. 

You have those values-both spiritual and 
educational-and that 1s why you are so im
portant. You need not to be told or to learn 
what so many in this country are seeking, or 
what so many have lost. 

The question for you for the future is 
whether these values wlll become for you a 
commitment, and whether you will have the 
courage to stand by them in times of great 
adversity. 

There is a new book out in the marketplace 
right now which says that we don't have any 
heroes anymore. I don't agree with that. Too 
often today we don't hear about real heroes 
because we don't read about them in the 
newspapers and watch them on talk shows. 
Good, decent, honest people don't often make 
news, and they are not entertaining enough 
to make it on the Mike Douglas Show every 
day. Yes, there are many heroes in America 
today; they weren't all born 1n 1776. 

It will take courage and heroism to stand 
up for your values. If you stand up for hon
esty, you wlll be viewed with skepticism; if 
you say you are religious and believe in God, 
you will be called sanctimonious; if you say 
you abhor crime, you will be called a right
winger; if you say you believe in sex only 
after marriage, you will be called old-fash
ioned and probably lo~e a number of dates; 
if you try to improve your school system as 
a parent, you will be called a troublemaker. 

All of this 1s not to say that you will al
ways adhere to values or that you will always 
persevere. I have sometimes failed in life and 
so will you. This is both the glory and the 
tragedy of being human. The question 1s not 
whether we always succeed but whether we 
always try. Will you try? 

If your answer 1s yes, and if graduates from 
other schools with religious programs an
swer the same way, then I have faith that 
the pendulum will not fall, and that America 
will regain its bearings. 

My class, the class of '88, thought we had 
before us a number of great challenges. There 
were great challenges, but they are nothing 
compared to what you face in the world of 
tomorrow. 

You have to help put the rudder back in 
place. We had no such problem. 

That is why those of us who are in office 
need your help. 

And that is why also, we wish you, from 
the bottom of our hearts, good luck and 
Godspeed! 

THE SKIDDING ON SKID ROW CAN 
BE STOPPED 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, it is well 
known that alcohol is the Nation's No. 1 
drug of abuse, and that alcoholism is a 
major, serious public health problem 
that aftlicts not only its victims but also 
all of society. 

While alcoholism respects no economic 
distinctions, the skid-row drunk has come 
to be the symbol of the alcoholic's ulti
mate degradation. Certainly, this kind of 

alcoholic presents the most difficult chal
lenge to the helping professions who 
strive to reach out, help, and rehabilitate. 

Far from giving up on the recalcitrant 
and seemingly hopeless problems of dere
licts who are ravaged by alcohol, the 
Beth Israel Medical Center in New York 
City has developed an innovative, multi
faceted program. The program is de
scribed in a recent Washington Post ar
ticle by Colman McCarthy entitled "The 
Skidding on Skid Row Can Be Stopped." 

Beth Israel, long famous for its pio
neering work in research and treatment 
of addictive diseases, is once again prov
ing that, despite fiscal constraints, it is 
willing and able to lead in the search for 
solutions to national problems. 

Mr. President. I commend Mr. Mc
Carthy's article to the attention of my 
colleagues and I ask unanimous consent 
that it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, May 6, 19761 
"THE SKIDDING ON SKID Row CAN BE STOPPED" 

(By Colman McCarthy) 
NEw YoRK.-The tour bus rolled along 

Bowery Street on the lower East Side. After 
vts1ts to Little Italy to gawk at the ethnics 
and Greenwich Vlllage for the gays, some 
sightseeing in skid row was now 1n order. 
Seeing the bus from the sidewalks, the de
feated and scorned alcohollcs gazed back 
blankly. They are said to resent the tour 
buses coming through, but as with most 
other forces in their shadowed and despair
ing lives, they are powerless to stop them. 
Resigned, they go on with life. As the buses 
came and went, one of the important events 
of Bowery life was in progress: the conven
ing of what is called a bottle gang. Four or 
five homeless alcoholics gathered at an alley 
entrance and passed around a bottle of cheap 
wine. The drinking was aimless and destruc
tive, yet in the Bowery subculture the bottle 
gang closely resembles a famlly system. 
Something precious is shared, communal 
conviviality is felt and individual members 
feel they are helping each other along. 

Although skid row sots in places like the 
Bowery are less than five per cent of the na
tion's population of eight to ten mlllion alco
holics, their illness has a severity that often 
attracts the best and most dogged health 
professionals. A current example or this !s 
the alcoholism treatment program of the 
Beth Israel Medical Center 1n lower Man
hattan. 

The program was taken over three years 
ago by Dr. Robert Senescu, a psychiatrist who 
earned a national reputation for his innova
tive work at the University of New MeXico 
medical school. When he came east to Beth 
Israel, he decided to involve himself person
ally in working among the alcoholics of the 
Bowery. His program and the sta1f he has as
sembled at the 500-patlent clinic at 50 
Cooper Square represent a bold gamble that 
the skidding on skid row can be stopped and 
that there is no reason to dismiss the victims 
as lost. 

The Beth Israel program, which receives 
basic support from city, state and third
party payments, has three parts: an out
patient clinic, halfway house and detoxifica
tion center. That each operation is clean and 
quietly efficient is obvious to anyone walking 
through, but the full value isn't appreciated 
untn the dismal treatment offered by the 
city of New York is seen. A few blocks away, 
a city shelter for about 1,000 aleohollcs 1s 
a. vision of hellish degradation, with a small 
staff fighting valiantly to keep the place 
functioning despite budget cuts and city hall 
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indi1ference. The city's current budget chaos 
means that, when cuts come, the Bowery 
people get hit first. When the middle class in 
New York is getting along, the Bowery has a 
place in the collective conscience, but when 
t imes get hard among the affluent, then the 
Bowery can be forgotten. 

At Beth Israel, funds are tight, but a com
pensating reliance on imagination can be 
seen. In the 50-bed halfway house, for ex
ample, the patients are expected to join in 
the daily cleanup in late afternoon. Beds are 
made, rooms tidied, the houseplants watered 
and the halls swept. Poetry, written by the 
patients, is framed on the wall. Olive Jacob, 
d.irector of the out-patient clinic, believes 
that "all of us respond to the kind of place 
we live in. If the patients are in a place that 
allows them to urinate in the corners they'll 
urinate in the corners. But we think that if 
everyone is expected to help make the atmos
phere pleasant, then each patient wlll feel 
a sense of elevation. Such psychological 
boosts are crucial in treating alcoholism." 

The Beth Israel program is elevated a little 
Itself. It is well beyond a survival center 
that only dishes out soup o1· offers flophouse 
relief. Those who join the program need to 
have some inner idea that they are worth 
something. "This isn't easy," Ms. Jacob said. 
"These patients' lives have been all but 
wrecked, and it isn't easy for them to see 
any reason to stop drinking." 

Stability is not easily measured, but occa
sionally a glimpse of it appears. The other 
morning, eight patients traveled uptown to 
the offices of the National Council on Alco
holism where they stufi'ed 10,000 envelopes 
with literature. "The men returned vibrant," 
recalls George Payne, supervisor of the day 
activities program. "They had done some
thing meaningful. They worked to help 
someone. They were accepted. All alcoholics 
trying to recover have a fear they won't be 
accepted, so these men felt good about them
selves. They had lcm alternative to drinking." 

The role of pleasurable feelings in the 
treatment of alcoholics has been given care
ful thought by Dr. Senescu. "You can't beat 
fun. That sounds simple, but it has profun
dity too. If you're starving and have only a 
crust of bread, you'll fight me if I try to take 
it away. It's that way with many of the 
Bowery alcoholics. His pint is all he has for 
fun-it satisfies his pleasure requirements, 
however temporarily. So when we come along 
and try to restore his health, he sees us as 
denying him his fun. So he resists. We are all 
that way. The alcoholic hit upon drinking as 
a prime means of securing pleasure. If he 
hasn't any other means, liquor looms larger. 
We want him to give it up, but he asks the 
question, "For what?" 

The answer is no mystery: a job, family 
life, identity and some measure of social 
stability. Yet, so many in the Bowery have 
been persistently homeless, physically dam
aged and unemployable that merely qualify
ing for welfare is often an achievement. 
Medicaid is impossible without a fixed ad
dress. Even staying alive can be a victory; of 
the program's first 500 patients four years 
ago, 15 per cent are now dead. Nationally for 
the same period, the death rate was less than 
!our per cent. 

For now, the Beth Israel program is a re
spected and useful effort involved in what is 
perhaps the last outpost of American health: 
the street alcoholic. Progress is slow, results 
hard to measure, and the constant pressure 
is rooting around for funds. Even if the 
main health problem is cured and the pa
tient accepts substitutes for drinking, the 
larger problem often remains: Cured of alco
holism. the patient is sent back to the same 
environment that helped cause his sickness 
in the first place. What kind of progress is 
that? Such an issue is one that public offi
cials, foundations, churches and the commu
nity outside of the Bowery must deal with. 

It is doubtful they ever wlll, but if an ex
ample of persistence and compassion is 
needed, the Staff at Beth Israel's program is 
at work daily. 

SAMUEL ELIOT MORISON 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, Samuel 

Eliot Morison, a great historian-and a 
great American-is dead. It is fitting 
for the Senate to pay homage to Profes
sor Morison and the legacy he leaves to 
the American people. Professor Mori
son's many books-including his biog
raphies of Christopher Columbus, John 
Paul Jones, and his masterful Histories 
of the American Republic and People
have endowed our country with a price
less record of our past. 

It was Socrates who said that "wisdom 
begins in wonder." Professor Morison, a 
man of great wisdom, wrote not only on 
the basis of documents and other con
ventional sources, but tc answer his own 
wonder as to how great men acted and 
great events transpired. To write about 
Columbus' discovery of America, he 
relied upon his own impressive seaman
ship to follow the very routes traveled 
by the Great Navigator. And he was on 
board U.S. Navy ships throughout World 
War II to write his multivolume history 
of the Navy in the Second War. 

Professor Morison was in the tradition 
of great historians that began with 
Herodotus. Indeed, Edith Hamilton's de
scription of Herodotus might well have 
been applied to Professor Morison: 

He set out to travel over the earth as far 
as a man could go. It required a hungering 
and thirsting for knowledge and all the ex
plorer 's zest to send a man on the travels 
Herodotus undertook; undertook, too, With 
keen enjoyment. He was the first sightseer 
in the world, and there has never been a 
happier one. He filled his book with the 
marvels to rejoice a. man's heart-marvels of 
which the great earth was full. 

There are other parallels between 
Herodotus and Morison. In chronicling 
the story of the U.S. Navy in World War 
II, Morison followed Herodotus' path in 
telling the story of the great naval bat
tle at Salamis, where the tiny navy of 
Athens defeated the thousands of ships 
of the Persian Xerxes, thus making safe 
Athenian civilization and her contribu
tion to Western culture. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that tributes to Samuel Eliot Mori
son, published in the Washington Star 
and the New York Times, be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SAMUEL ELIOT MORISON 

No American historian since Francis Park
m an has brought more of the alchemist's 
magic to historical writing than Samuel Eliot 
Morison. He made the past glow with life 
and movement. Professor Morison's death at 
88, after a career in which he Wl·ote brU
lian'tly on subjects as various as Columbus, 
John Jaul Jones, Harvard University and the 
Navy in World War II, prompts us to won
der why a nation that produced a Morison is 
generally so indifferent to history-"the most 
humane and noble form of letters," as he 
once called it. 
- Professor MoriSon was, of course, extraor
dinarily endowed by family heritage. - His 

earliest success as a student historian had 
much to do with being a descendant of Har
rison Gray Otis, an eminent Federalist, whose 
papers happened to repose unexplored in 
the Morison wine cellar in Boston. But ac
cidents of heritage by no means fully explain 
those qualities of character and technique 
that he brought to history and biography. 

To begin with, like all truly memorable 
historians, Samuel Eliot Morison deemed it 
his first obligation to engage the common 
reader-the non-professional-not by vul
garizing history but by focusing on the hu
man dimension that gives it significance. 
"Italy," he observed, accepting the Balzan 
Prize in 1963 before a largely Roman au
dience, "Italy well names history storia, for 
history is primarily the study of man. Even 
before writing was invented, the storyteller 
had to be able to hold an audience." Nar
rative strength-establishing suspense, shap
ing random facts to plot and point--marked 
every book and article he wrote; even when 
he theorized about the nature of history
which was rarely-he told stories. He be
lieved, as the work of lesser historians sug
gests they do not believe, that human traits, 
not vast impersonal forces, are decisive in 
history. 

He also believed in leg work, the explora
tion of the historical reporter. The accounts 
he coaxed from the past were not to be found 
in written documents alone, the basic 
sout·ces of most historians, but in first-hand 
viewing of the physical setting, the land
scape, that had been the stage of events. 

Often, for Professor Morison, this was the 
sea. An accomplished sailor, he retracted the 
routes of Columbus's voyages and confirmed 
the testimony of documents for himself. 
Commissioned by President Roosevelt to 
write the story of the U.S. Navy's perform
ance in World War II, he watched many of 
its actions unfold. His work had the texture 
that comes only to the first-hand observer. 

Not even his widely-used textbooks (The 
Growth of the American Republic, the later 
Oxford History of the American People) re
flected the drearier conventionalities of 
academic judgment. Unlike most of his pro
-fessional colleagues, for example, he did not 
consider Andrew Jackson a great president 
-and he said so. Lincoln, though a great man, 
seemed to him a democratic despot and he 
said so. He had no taste for mediocrity. Cal
vin Coolidge was "a mean, thin-lipped little 
man, a respectable mediocrity" and Professor 
Morison made no secret of that estimate. 
On the other hand he could, in a few brief 
pages, transform "The Young Washington" 
from an inert monumental effigy into a real 
and believable man. 

Why is it then, returning to the initial 
question, that a profession enriched with 
Samuel Eliot Morison is scanted in the 
schools, hated by those so unfortunate as 
to think of history as a stale chronicle or 
dates, treaties and battles, and generally 
ignored? For this failure, Professor Morison 
never hesitated to blame professional histor
ians who seem to carry their studies farther 
every year into specialized and esoteric by
ways where t.ew common readers will follow. 

In his pamphlet "History as a. Literary 
Art," Samuel Eliot Mortson-admonishing 
young historians-left this spirited injunc
tion: "Bring all your knowledge of life t o 
bear on everything that you w1·ite. Never 
let yourself bog down in pedantry and detail. 
Bring history, the most humane and noble 
form of letters, back to the proud position 
she once held; knowing that your words, if 
·they be read and remembered, will enter 
into the stream of life, and perhaps move 
men to thought and action centuries hence, 
as do those of Thucydides after more than 
two thousand years." 

If Professor Morison's fellow historians 
would heed those words they would find a 
wider audience, and the· nation would ' be 
wealthier and Wiser for their effort. . · 
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ADM. MORISON, 88, HISTORIAN, Is DEAD 

(By Alden Whitman) 
Samuel Eliot Morison, the undisputed 

Grand Old Man of American historians, died 
yesterday in the Massachusetts General Hos
pital, Boston, from the effects of a stroke. 
He was 88 years old and lived in Boston dur
ing the winter and in Maine in the summer. 

A prodigiously productive writer, Admiral 
Morison published "The European Discovery 
of America" when he was 80 years old, and a 
book on Samuel de Champlain when he was 
82. A master narrative historian, he was a 
pleasure to read for his figure of phrase and 
for his enthusiasm. These were characteris
tics of his prose that suffused virtually every 
page of his books. 

Last year, Professor Morison was described 
by Archibald MacLeish in a. Bicentennial 
poem as "Our Yankee Admiral of the Ocean 
Sea." •.. You know better, none better how 
the Bay wind blows fierce in the soul." It was 
an apt description, for Professor Morison 
was the author of a biography of Christopher 
Columbus under the title "Admiral of the 
Ocean Sea," and he himself was often ad
dressed as Admiral because he was a retired 
rear admiral in the Naval Reserve. Much of 
his renown, moreover, was based on books 
about the sea and, besides, he had the com
manding presence of an old-fashioned 
admiral. 

Like Francis Parkman, the great 19th-cen
tury American historian, and Thucydides of 
ancient Greece, Professor Morison combined 
impeccable scholarship with adventure in 
chronicling voyages that he himself re-en
acted. This gave his books a special vividness 
and depth, which won for them not only aca
demic laurels, but also such popular acco
lades as the Pulitzer Prize. 

"My constant aim has been to' write his
tory and historical biography in a manner 
that would be authentic and interesting," 
the tan, spare, salt-water-beaten professor 
said in an interview several years ago. 

"I have always endeavored to live and feel 
the history I write," he went on in his Bos
ton voice. "For example, 'The Maritime His
tory of Massachusetts' was a product both 
of research and of my hobby of sailing along 
the New England coast. 
· "In preparation for • Admiral of the Ocean 
Sea: A Life of Christopher Columbus,' I made 
voyages to the West Indies and across the 
Atlantic in sailing vessels, checking Colum
bus's routes, methods and landfalls. 

"And for 'The History of U.S. Naval V Oper
ations in World War II, [it came to 15 vol
umes] I obtained a commission in the United 
States Navy, took part in many operations 
(he won seven combat stars and a Legion of 
Merit with a combat clasp] and learned at 
first hand how the Navy fights." 

WON $51,000 PRIZE 

The naval narrative with its crackling 
prose was unofficial-some called it "Sam 
Morison's history"-and won the Swiss
Italian Balzan Foundation Prize of $51,000 
in 1963. His Columbus biography had taken 
the Pulitzer Prize in 1943; and a second such 
prize was awarded him in 1960 for "John Paul 
Jones," a life of the Revolutionary War fig
ure who is often considered the father of the 
American Navy. 

"The European Discovery of America: The 
Southern Voyages A.D. 1492-1616" was an 
extension of Professor Morison's earlier inter
est in Columbus, but, more, it was a synoptic 
account of the voyages of discovery and ex
ploration undertaken by Columbus, Magellan 
and Sir Francis Drake. Two of the crowning 
achievements-those of Columbus and 
Magellan-were made in the service of the 
King of Spain, while the third was under 
British patronage. . 

The greatest voyage of all, Professor Mori
son concluded, was the one led by Ferdinand 
Magellan through its most difficult stages and 
completed by Sebastian de Elcano. 

Magellan sailed from the River Plate with 
nearly half the earth's circumference 
stretching unknown before him, Professor 
Morison pointed out. He brought his fieet 
(less one ship that deserted) through the 
300-mile strait that modern sailing manuals 
describe as impossible for sailing ships and 
dangerous for steam, and took off westward 
with nothing to guide him but an idea of the 
latitude of some of the places on the farther 
side of the Pacific and his own erroneous no
tions about its width and shape. His first 
touch with civilized life after leaving the 
Canary Islands was in the Philippines, in 
March 1521. 

Professor Morison's biography of Cham
plain, if a less-majestic work than "The 
European Discovery of America" was none
theless an attractive, lively portrait of a per
son that the author clearly considered to be 
one of the eminent men of the 17th-century 
Age of Exploration. 

Like its forerunners, this book was full of 
sea lore, and it bore traces of the fact that 
Mr. Morison had followed Champlain's foot
steps through Canada and along the New 
England coast. 

Professor Morison's magisterial volume on 
the Southern voyages had been preceded, in 
1971, by his book on the Northern explora
tions. His chronicle covered the period from 
A.D. 500 to 1600, and as was his wont he 
undertook many of the trips himself, before 
describing them. The book contained the 
customary Morison bursts of gusto. His final 
paragraphs conveyed the fiavor. They read: 

"In closing let us not forget the gallant 
ships and the brave mariners who lost their 
lives pursuing these voyages for a century 
after Cabot, or men like Raleigh who fi
nanced them: Cabot himself and both Corte 
Reals lost with all hands no one knows 
where; Gilbert, lost with all hands off the 
Azores; Frobisher, mortally wounded in the 
war with Spain; John Davis slain by Japa
nese pirates; Verrazzano, killed and eaten 
by cannibals; Raleigh, beastly executed by 
James I as part of his cringing policy toward 
Spain. 

"These men, and the thousands of ma
riners whose remains lie under the seamless 
shroud of the sea, deserve to be perpetually 
remembered as precursors of two great em
pires in North America." 

Professor Morison's favorite book, however, 
and the one of which he was the proudest, 
was "The Oxford History of the American 
People," published in 1965. "It's my legacy 
to my country," he told this reporter in a 
conversation in 1969 at his Boston home. "It 
represents my cumulative knowledge over al
most 50 years and my mature thinking about 
American history.'' 

The 1,176-page volume (its title derived 
in part from its publication by the Oxford 
University Press) traced the major strands 
in the nation's history from prehistoric man 
to the assassination of President John F. 
Kennedy in 1963. Intended for the general 
reader, the book, without neglecting political 
history, treated popular sports and pastimes, 
eating and drinking customs, developments 
in fine arts, music and medicine, sexual 
mores and the Indian. And, of course, there 
were paragraphs in praise of great ships and 
their builders, such as David McKay and 
his Flying Cloud. 

Typical of Professor Morison's feeling for 
these ships, and typical also of his general 
prose style, was this description of 19th
century American sailing vessels: 

"These clipper ships of the early 1850's 
were built of wood in shipyards from Rock
land in Maine to Baltimore. Their architects, 
like poets who transmute nature's message 
into song, obeyed what wind and wave had 
taught them, to create the noblest of all sail
ing vessels, and the most beautiful creations 
of man in America. 

"With no extraneous ornaments except a 

figurehead, a bit of carving and a few lines 
of gold leaf, their one purpose of speed over 
the great ocean routes was achieved by per
fect balance of spars and sails to the curving 
lines of the smooth black hull; and this 
harmony of mass, form and color was prac
ticed to the music of dancing waves and of 
brave winds whistling in the rigging. 

"These were our Gothic cathedrals, our 
Parthenon; but monuments carved from 
snow. For a few brief years they fiashed their 
splendor around the world, then disap
peared with the finality of the wild pigeon." 

Primarily a. narrative writer in the 19th
century mold, Professor Morison told his
tory dramatically and splendidly. He was less 
given, however, to disc-erning the dynamic 
processes, controlling social change, a cir
cumstance that differentiated him from 
such other historians as Frederick Jackson 
Turner, Charles Beard and William Apple
man Williams. His impact on the intellec
tual life of history was, it seemed, slight in 
an age when concept history, or interpreta
tion, was more esteemed than descriptive 
history. 

New England was the earliest and most 
profound influence on the patrician histor
ian. He was born July 9, 1887, in Boston 
at 44 Brimmer Street, a mansard-roofed 
house in the Beacon Hill area that his grand
father, Samuel Eliot, had bullt in 1869 and 
in which Professor Morison lived. His par
ents were John and Emily Eliot Morison, 
who raised their son, he once recalled, in 
"an atmosphere where scholarship, religion 
and social graces were happily blended." 

After preparation at St. Paul's School, the 
young man entered Harvard in 1904, hoping 
to major in mathematics. He was detoured 
to history, he said in 1908, by Prof. Albert 
Bushnell Hart, who suggested that the Hal'
vard junior write a theme on an American 
figure who meant som-ething to him person
ally. The choice was his great-great-grand
father, Harrision Gray Otis, the Federalist 
leader, whose papers were filed in the stu
dent's wine cellar. 

The theme led to a doctoral thesis and 
to Professor Morison's first book, "The Life 
and Letters of Harrison Gray Otis, Federalist," 
which was published in 1913. "It was a suc
cess d'estime, selling only 700 copies," he 
recalled more than a half-century later when 
he revis~?d it as "Harrison Gray Otis, 1765-
1848: the Urbane Federalist." The book, 
though, was the foundation for his early 
reputation and his first teaching appoint
ments at the University of California ·and 
at Harvard. 

Professor Morison's interest in mathe
matics was not entirely wasted, however, for 
he used his knowledge of it in navigation. 
"The proudest moment of my life was mak
ing a landfall in the West Indies on the first 
Columbus expedition in the face of doubts 
from my shipmates," he remarked in 19'69. 

After serving in the Army in World War 
I, Professor Morison was an attache to the 
Russian division of the American Commis
sion to Negotiate Peace, and he was also a 
delegate on the Baltic commission of the 
Paris Peace Conference. Displeased by the 
Versailles Treaty, he resigned in 1919 and 
resumed teaching at Harvard. 

His courses included one on the history 
of Massachusetts, from which sprang "The 
Maritime History of Massachusetts," one of 
his most successful books, as well as "Build
ers of the Bay Colony." As a teacher, Profes
sor Morison was among Harvard's most pop
ular, for he not only took his students 
out of the classroom on field trips to historic 
sites, but also lectured to them with gr:ice 
and wry wit. 

In 1922, Professor Morison went to Oxford 
for three years as the first incumbent of that 
university's new chair of American history. 
There he worked on a textbook" for British 
students of United States history, parts of 
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which were enlarged into "The Growth of the 
American Republic," a textbook for Ameri
can students that was written in collabora
tion with Prof. Henry Steele Commager of 
Columbia. It became a classic, going through 
a number of editions from 1930 to 1970. 

Appointed a professor at Harvard in 1925, 
Dr. Morison devoted the next 10 years largely 
to st udies about that school, culminating in 
a multi-volume "Tercentennial History of 
Harvard College and University;• which ap
peared in 1936 and which won for him the 
Jusserand Medal and the Loubat Prize, both 
academic distinctions. 

After that, he embarked on his study of 
Columbus for the 450th anniversary of the 
discovery of the New World in 1492. Between 
1937 and 1940 he made four trips in sailing 
vessels in the waters that Columbus had 
explored, crossing and recrossing the Atlantic 
in 1939-40 as commodore of the Harvard Co
lumbus Expedition. 

"No biographer of Columbus [before me] 
appears to have gone to sea. in quest of light 
and truth," Professor Morison said rather 
tartly in the preface to his "Admiral of the 
Ocean Sea.," adding: 

"And you cannot write a story out of these 
15th and 16th century narratives [the usual 
sources of Columbus biographies) that 
means anything to a modern reader merely 
by studying them in a library with the aid of 
maps. It may be compared with those an
cient books on natural science that were 
complied without field work or experimenta
tion." 

The book, hailed alike for its erudition and 
good writing, commended Professor Morison 
to President Franklin D. Roosevelt, himself 
a sailor, in 1942, when the historian proposed 
to write "a full, accurate and early record" 
of the Navy's role in World War II. For the 
purpose, he was commissioned a lieutenant 
commander in the Naval R-eserve (he was re
tired with the rank of rear admiral in 1951) , 
and between 1942 and 1945 he covered almost 
all the battle areas and naval operations 
of the war. 

He was an eyewitness to the North Africa 
landings in 1942 and participated in the 
Central Solomons campaign the following 
summer and in the Gilbert Islands assault. 
He was at Salerno in 1944, and he saw the 
battle for Okinawa from the bridge of the 
Tennessee. In all, he served on a dozen ships, 
jotting down his notes in pencil on yellow 
pads. These, with official reports and enemy 
records, became the basis for his narrative, 
the first volume of which came out in 1947. 
The complete work took 15 years. 

During these years Pll'ofessor Morison also 
wrote eight other books, including "The 
Story of the Old Colony of New Plymouth," 
"Intellectual Life of Colonial New England" 
and "John Paul Jones: A Sailor's Biogra
phy.'' This, too, was the fruit of on-the
scene rasearch into Jones' principal battles. 

Almost 10 years later, in 1967, he produced 
another biography of an American naval 
figure: "Old Bruin-The Life of Commodore 
Matthew C. Perry." It, too, was adjudged a 
minor masterpiece of research and writing. 

Professor Morison was often crusty and 
witty in his judgments of American per
sonalities. For example, in his magnum opus, 
"The Oxford History," he gave these assess
ments of some Presidents: 

' 'Thomas Jefferson was no social demo
crat but a slave-holding country gentleman 
of exquisite taste, lively curiosity and a be
lief in the perfectibility of man. His kind 
'l"eally belonged to the 18th rather than the 
19th century." 

"President .Jackson had so many limita
t ions that it is doubtful whether he should 
be included in the ranks of the really great 
Presidents. His approach to problems was too 
personal and instinctive, his choice of men, 
at times, lamentably mistaken; and unlike 
the Roosevelts, he had little perception of 

underyling popular movements, or of the fer
ment that was going on in the United States." 

"Lincoln wielded a greater power through
out the war than any other President of the 
United States prior to Frankln D. Roosevelt; 
a wider authority than any British ruler be
tween Cromwell and Ohurchlll. COntemporary 
accusations against him of tyranny and 
despotism read strangely to those who know 
his character, but not to students of his 
Adminlstra tlon. Lincoln came near to being 
the ideal tyrant of whom Plato dreamed, yet, 
nonetheless, he was a dictator from the 
standpoint of American constitutional law." 

"A mean, thin-lipped little man, a respect
able mediocrity, [Coolidge] lived parsimoni
ously but admired men of wealth, and his 
political principles were those current in 
1901. People thought Coolidge brighter than 
he was because he seldom said anything; but, 
as he admitted, he was 'usually able to make 
enough noise' to get what he wanted." 

"Franklin D. Roosevelt was one of the most 
remarkable characters who ever occupied 
that high office. A patrician by birth and 
education, endowed with an independent 
fortune, he was a Democrat not only by con
viction; he really loved people as no other 
President has except Lincoln, and as no other 
American statesman had since Franklin. Ap
preciation he prized in return, but opposi
tion did not sour him. He combined audacity 
with caution: stubborn as to ultimate ends, 
he was an opportunist as to means, and 
knew when to compromise." 

"Eisenhower was one of the best men ever 
elected President of the United States. Yet 
he failed in the historic role cast for him. 
What went wrong? To put it simply, Dulles 
on the international scene, and the Presi
dent's want of experience on the domestic 
scene." 

"With the death of John Fitzgerald Ken
nedy something died in each of us; yet the 
memory of that bright, vivid personality, 
that great gentleman whose every act and 
appearance appealed to our pride and gave 
us fresh confidence in ourselves and our 
country, will live in us for a long, long time." 

Professor Morison's first wife was Elizabeth 
Shaw Greene, a painter, whom he married in 
1910. They had four chlldren-Ellzabeth 
Gray (Mrs. Edward Spingarn); Emily Mar
shall (Mrs. Brooks Beck); Peter Green 
Morison and Catharine (Mrs. Julian Cooper). 

In 1949, four years after his first wife's 
death, he married Priscilla Barton, some 
years his junior. She accompanied him on 
his travels t o the Far East to revisit scenes 
of World War II and on his trips to collect 
material for his biographies of Jones and 
Perry. She also shared her husband's hobby 
of sailing his yawl out of Northeast Harbor 
on Maine's Mount Desert Island, his favorite 
vacation resort. Mrs. Morison died in 1973. 

Professor Morison considered that life had 
dealt well with him. "I've bad a very happy 
career," he remarked in 1969. "I have been 
very fortunate in combining a hobby of sail
ing with a profession of history. I have no 
complaint s against life at all." 

DESEGREGATION AND THE CITIES; 
PART X-AFTER THE BATI'LES 
STOP: REPORTS FROM SEVEN 
DISTRICTS 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, school 

desegregation is an issue that can make 
a community nationally famous for a 
few days, can fuel a few years of local 
political strife-and, once the shouting 
stops is generally accepted and ignored. 
Education writers on newspapers in a 
number of cities which desegregated 
some time ago have sent in recent re
ports. In a surprising number of cases 
they really had not written anything 

about it for a long time because no one 
had mentioned the issue at a school 
board meeting. The fact that this bit
terly contentious issue does settle down 
into a routine fact of life is, of course, 
one of the most important stories of all. 
It is easy for a television film crew or a 
newspaper ·wTiter to cover dramatic 
public conflict. It is much more difficult 
to follow and explain gradual changes 
in individual schools over years of quiet 
desegregation. Yet that is where the 
real story is. 

Today's insertions are recent articles 
from seven papers reporting what has 
happened after years of desegregation 
in six school districts and analyzing the 
ve1·y successful management of locally 
designed desegregation in a sixth com
munity. 

The first report comes from the New 
Rochelle, N.Y., district, the first system 
in the United States to implement 
court-ordered busing to remedy de jure 
segregation. The second is from Pon
tiac, Mich., where a national storm of 
protest and antibusing organizing be
gan in 1971. The third covers Prince 
Georges, Md., the Nation's ninth larg
est local district and the site of difficult 
middle-of-the-year desegregation in 
January 1973. The fourth is from Las 
Vegas, where a metropolitan-wide plan 
was implemented in 1972 in a school 
district larger than several Eastern 
States. Next come reports from two uni
versity towns in illinois, Evanston and 
Champaign, which implemented de
segregation plans about a decade ago. 
Finally, a report from Racine, Wis., 
shows the way one community chose to 
accomplish peaceful, well-planned de
segregation last fall. 

All of these communities together 
have not attracted even a tiny fraction 
of the national and international atten
tion lavished on those who have dis
rupted the desegregation process at two 
Boston high schools. Racial violence is a 
very important story, but the quiet ef
forts of teachers and students in peace
fully desegregated school systems is far 
more important for the future of our 
cities. I hope that Members of the Sen
ate who have come to think of angry 
mobs as the essence of the busing issue 
consider the genuine accomplishments 
in many distlicts. 

I ask unanimous consent that these 
articles be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be pri.."'lted in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Los Angeles Times, Dec. 15, 1975) 

BUSING STILL GOING WHERE IT ALL BEGAN 

NEW ROCHELLE, N.Y.-Twelve years ago 
this well-to-do suburb of New York City 
closed one dllapldated old school in the black 
central district and began transporting its 
students to white campuses, thereby be
coming the first Northern community to 
desegregate by means o:f the school bus. 

Today most consider busing to be a limited 
success here, although many blacks and 
whites agree tbat the original plan probably 
would not be acceptable now. 

In an era when large school districts are 
employing hundreds of buses to transport 
thousands of students at a cost of mllllons 
of dollars annually, New Rochelle's program 
is something of an anomaly. 
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When the buses rolled for the first time 

here in 1963, they carried only 400 students, 
all black. Even now, only 850 (out of a total 
enrollment of 11,000) ride buses. The annual 
cost is only $2'70,000. 

Blacks and whites alike concede the plan 
might have been impossible to implement if 
it had required white children to be bused 
into black neighborhoods, as is the case in 
more recent court-ordered desegregation 
plans. 

Mrs. Hallie Taylor, a plaintiff in the 1961 
suit that brought about the program, says 
it simply was more practical to tear down the 
old school and bus the black children. Many 
black parents resented the inequity of the 
situation, but most shared Mrs. Taylor's view 
that it was more important for their chll
dren to be educated in a desegregated envi
ronment. 

Mrs. Taylor admits that today it probably 
would be much more difficult to convince 
black parents of the wisdom of the plan. 

"We've had a mixed result," said Asst. 
Schools Supt. Richard Olcott in commenting 
on the educational effects of busing. "There's 
no question that for some students, it's been 
the best thing that could have happened. It 
hasn't hurt any gifted children from either 
community. 

"For the kid in the middle, there's prob
ably no effect. But for kids at the bottom the 
ability scale, contact with other kinds of 
chlldren ... with kids from a higher socio
economic background, the effect has been 
positive:' 

Olcott believes there have been some 
changes in housing patterns as a result of 
busing. Some neighborhoods that were 
ethnically exclusive are now integrating as 
parents buy homes near schools to which 
their children are assigned. 

"I won't say it's happened at a spectacu
larly speedy rate," he says, "but it is clearly 
discernible. •• 

There are negative aspects. Black children 
are limited in their participation in after
school club and playground activities be
cause of rigid bus schedules, according to 
Olcott. And when at day's end a child is sent 
back to an almost totally segregated neigh
borhood, Olcott says, "He very quickly comes 
to understand that the experience he has in 
school is artificial." 

Napoleon Holmes, president of the local 
NAACP, agrees with Olcott on this point, but 
disagrees with Olcott's view that changing 
housing patterns are a result of busing. "It 
is (a result of) the fact that some black folks 
can earn money now," he says, "and that cer
tain laws say you can't keep them out of the 
neighborhood if they've got the dough." 

Regarding the busing plan itself, Holmes 
says. "A better idea would have been to have 
a uniform system whereby everybody in the 
same grade level is learning the same things 
regardless of the school he's in. Quality ed
ucation-that's where it's at." 

But Paul Dennis, past president of the 
NAACP chapter and a leader in the busing 
movement, disagrees. 

"Desegregation here has been a great 
success," says Dennis. "I would lend my ef
forts to it again ... Some of the first kids 
(bused) have gone on to college now. They've 
made good grades . . . One has been offered 
a Rhodes scholarship. It's helped change our 
community." 

[From the News Democrat, Ill., Nov. 17, 1975] 
PONTIAC, MICH., 5 YEARS LATER 

(By Bruce H. Mcintyre) 
For most of this century Pontiac, Mich., 

was known to the nation as a place whare a 
car was made. Today, however, it kindles 
images of burning school buses, mothers 
Inarching in protest, and a T-shirted protest 
leader named Irene McCabe. 

As an editor who witnessed the school 
busing controversy, and as a father whose 

children have attended the Pontiac schools 
throughout it, all that I intend to offer the 
reader here is a personal impression. 

There is no reliance here on statistics, quo
tations, research-or even on objectivity. 
This testimony is from an involved witness 
who has formed certain distinct opinions. 
For example: 

No one really knows whether busing was 
good or bad for school chlldren in PontL'l.c. 
It probably will be years before any accuxate 
conclusion can be reached. 

Busing has prevented a great deal of po
tential violence in the schools, completely 
aside from what it accomplished or failed to 
accomplish educationally. 

In the first year or so after busing began in 
1971, it had the effect of causing "white 
flight." Many white parents, those who could 
afford it, either moved out of town or put 
their children into private schools. In the 
last two to three years, however, this llas 
slowed considerably. 

Today, there is very little controversy about 
busing. It goes on quietly. Opinion surveys 
indicate that the original attitudes of blacks 
and whites toward it haven't changed much, 
but it is accepted. 

When I moved to Pontiac in the spring of 
1971, the school district had lost its last legal 
appeal and it knew that busing would have 
to start under a federal court order in Sep
tember. 

Until late summer, oddly, the 85,000 people 
in the city seemed unaware of pending 
change. The onrush of clamorous protest 
started only a month or so before the l:>uses 
were due to roll. 

A few days before school opened, c;ome 
school buses were firebombed and Pontiac 
was national news. (Later the Klu Klux Klan 
was identified as the responsible group.) 

Pontiac's reputation as a hotbed of anti
busing fervor was strengthened by the shrewd 
public relations antics of Mrs. Irene McCP,oe, 
a Pontiac housewife who led the National Ac
tion Group (NAG). 

The attractive Mrs. McCabe did much of 
her public protesting in a highly visible NAG 
T-shirt. She was assisted by a smart, am
bitious lawyer named L. Brooks Patterson. 

There was no "other side"-no vocal, iden
tifiable group in favor of busing. Instead 
there were individuals and small groups of 
people who had determined that they would 
not allow Pontiac to be destroyed by the con
troversy. 

The PTA was among these. So was a group 
of clergymen. So were a number of student 
groups in Pontiac schools. 

The school board, although its members 
were hardly pro-busing, insisted on main
taining order. The city administration, which 
controlled the police, took a like view. And 
the school superintendent, a savvy veteran 
named Dr Dana Whitmer, kept unbelievably 
cool throughout it all. 

Those things made Pontiac ditferent than 
Boston, where politicians thrived on anti
busing sentiment. A few did in Pontiac, but 
they were outweighed by more responsible 
leadership. 

For the first six months after busing be
gan, tensions spilled over to the ranks of 
teen-aged students and left the Pontiac 
schools in turmoil. There was violence and 
there was a great deal of tension. 

You might almost have written off that 
year for educational purposes. Some class
rooms remained calm but the students often 
were distracted by the battle that raged in 
the community that winter. 

There is no saying when things calmed 
down, but midway in the first year you could 
feel the atmosphere begin to change. By the 
fall of 1972 near-normalcy had returned. 

Pontiac schools now have about 40 per 
cent black students, with an additional, size
able group o! Latinos. In my opinion, the 
fact that racial groups were dispersed 
throughout the school system starting in 

1971 has eased a. lot of the tension that could 
have led to violence. 

By some testing standards, the ability of 
Pontiac students has fallen since 1971. There 
is no way to know whether this was affected 
by busing. 

The quality of education in the district 
has suffered in the same period, although 
very little of the budget is actually devoted 
to transportation. My guess is that the tight
ness of financial resources is more to blame 
than the busing plan. 

Nevertheless, my children have received a 
good education and two of them were ac
cepted into excellent universities. 

Two of my daughters were beaten by a 
rampaging bunch of black students two days 
after school opened in 1971. Today, I doubt 
if they often remember it, and there is no 
racial distinction among their friends. 

None of this should suggest to you that I 
became a "fan" of busing. I continue to be
lieve there's a better way, but I can't de
fine it. 

What happened to the players in the drama 
of 1971? 

Dr. Whitmer, the school superintendent, 
is still on the job. 

Irene McCabe made an unsuccessful race 
for county commissioner, and has retired 
from the public eye. She sells real estate. 

Lawyer Brooks Patterson got the most po
litical capital out of it. He was elected county 
prosecutor and is best known today as an 
anti-pornography, anti-welfare fraud cam
paigner. He has his eye on state or national 
office. 

And the kids, God bless 'em, keep growing 
up and going to school probably wondering 
what all the adults were fussing and feuding 
about. 

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 4, 1975] 
BuSING WORKS IN ONCE-BITTER 

PRINCE GEORGES 

(By Elizabeth Becker) 
Two weeks before Prince Georges County 

desegregated its public school system, Vir
ginia Dillard organized an anti-busing rally 
at Rosecroft Racetrack where 15,000 pro
testers cheered local politicians who vowed 
to fight the court order all the way to the 
Supreme Court. 

That was two years ago and Mrs. Dillard, 
who built a 45,000-member white anti-busing 
movement from a core of 30 embittered 
housewives, now has a new perspective on 
the impact of busing. 

"After two years, I guess it did nothing. 
Other than discipUne problems, schools are 
not any worse or any better from busing," 
she says, adding that she is still against 
busing. 

But Dillard never removed her five children 
from the county's public schools although 
she organized the "day of mourning" class 
boycott on the first day of desegregation. 

Why? "My kids like school," she says. ''I 
think we have a pretty good school system." 

Despite some dissenters, the evidence shows 
that in Prince Georges County, the largest 
suburban school district in the United States, 
busing is working. Those who carried out the 
order-the students and the teachers-are 
the most enthusiastic. And even old oppo
nents are resigned to busing and say there 
are many more pressing problems today than 
desegregation. 

Few if any of the fears-of violence, a de
cline in test scores, a massive white flight
have materialized, and the few problems that 
have beset the schools are not on the scale 
many had predicted. 

On the contrary, many now consider the 
county a. model for peaceful desegregation. 
Actual racial incidents were few in the first 
year of desegregation, and although reported 
assaults jumped by 40 per cent in 1973, the 
increase rate was sliced to half that last 
year. 
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"We have nothing to show that these as

saults have anything to do with racial prej
udice," says Peter D. Blauvelt, school se
curity director. "It's absurd for anyone to 
pretend otherwise." 

He attributes a. good share of the rise in 
the assault rate simply to the doubling of 
his sta1f, which began the first systematic 
reporting of assaults, "not just reports of 
busted color televsion sets like they did 
before." 

Both Blauvelt and Mrs. Dillard believe 
drugs are behind much of the new school 
violence, which has hit school systems of all 
kinds across the country. 

Test scores, another presumed victim, ac
tually rose the first year after busing in 
seven of the 12 exams given countywide. 

And, in the wake of busing, many students 
and parents actually have shown a renewed 
involvement in all aspects of education. 

"Busing was a blessing," says Geneva Jen
kins, a former anti-buser who now is a 
leader of Citizens Advocating Responsible 
Education. "Once I looked into school I 
found I didn't like a lot of what they are 
doing and teaching." 

Because county school officials smoothly 
executed the busing program that trans
ferred 33,000 of the 151,000 students to new 
schools, most student reaction has been en
thusiastic. 

"Integrated schools have shown me that 
the rumors I grew up with were a bunch 
of baloney," says Linda Ficken, a white sen
ior at Largo High who is bused from New 
Carrollton, site of the greatest anti-busing 
sentiment in 1972. 

"Everybody at first was scared ... that 
we would be beat up by black kids but 
nothing happened. We got the wrong ideas 
from parents who have always been segre
gated," she continued. 

"School is more exciting now because of 
our differences ... differences parents don't 
appreciate because they haven't been to 
school with us. Like-I know this sounds 
dumb--like music, and dancing, and new 
friends." 

Linda said the greatest proof that race 
relations had improved came last year when 
a friend, John Jenkins, was murdered on the 
school parking lot. 

"John was white ... and the police arrested 
three black guys and we were scared that 
something would happen," she said. "But 
everyone-black and white-was sad that 
John was killed and there was no racial 
tension." 

Adonis Hughes, a 1975 graduate of High
point High School who before busing was "a 
token black" there, found an unexpected 
benefit from the mixing of races. 

"I grew up as a black in a predominately 
white community and it was good for me to 
get to know more blacks," he says. "I've al
ways had a white identity ... I dated a lot 
more white girls than black but never at my 
school." 

"Once, after busing, a popular white pom
pom girl and I decided to pretend we were 
going together, to see if attitudes had 
changed. We walked around school for a 
couple of days planning tt to write up 1n the 
student paper. But her old boy friend got 
mad because I was black and started talk
ing ... Her parents are very racist, if they 
had heard about it she could have gotten into 
trouble. 

"Now I know tha.t I have missed out on 
a lot. It's still easier for me to identify with 
whites but I have become aware of a black 
eXistence; the way they dress, the way they 
relate to each other, more casual and close 
than whites. They don't have as many cliques 
and social divisions. It's made me see there is 
something called the black experience." 

Other students talk about detans as small 
as the cafeteria menu-adding lasagna for 

the whites and cornbread for the blacks
and rules against wearing hats. 

At one high school a caucus of students 
and teachers convinced a principal that a 
rule banning hats indoors should be thrown 
out because black students wore them in
doors-"just like other cultures wear tur
bans." 

Another student remembered a search to 
find a solution to black demands for a soul 
band to play at the prom, which clashed with 
white demands for a rock group. "The Fancy 
Colors," which features soloists of both races, 
was the solution. Another Integrated band, 
"Cream and Cocoa," was booked for a winter 
dance. 

E.V.I.L., was born in the busing era. 
The club-Everyone Very Interested In 

Loving-was created by black and white stu
dents at Laurel High after a. 1974 racla.l inci
dent threatened to upset the whole school. 

Racial tensions still pervade some junior 
high schools, according to interviews with 
students, teachers and parents, but most 
often these problems are linked to other 
troubles that beset adolescents. 

In general, the safety issue that fright
ened parents two years ago has died down, 
and some families are sending their children 
back to the public system. 

Penny Davies, a mother who worked 
against busing, for example, is allowing her 
daughter and son to leave the parochial 
school they attended last year to return to 
a county elementary and junior high. 

"This year they both chose to go to public 
schools," she explains, "so I talked wit}) the 
guidance counselors and the neighbors and 
they all said it was safe and that the schools 
were good. Of course, I'd pull them out again 
if I had to." 

Another mother, Peggy Hillman, says her 
son refused to let her place him in a private 
school. 

"Central High has a reputation that is not 
deserved," she now says. "I was terrified when 
I heard he was going there. Last year I got 
involved 1n a. booster club and met the par
ents of the black students and they are 
lovely people. My son is happy and that's 
what's important." 

Black parents are also pleased. 
"I can best explain it all to you through 

my daughter Olivia," says Sylvester Vaughns, 
president of the county's NAACP chapter and 
one of the eight parents who :filed the 1972 
desegregation suit. 

"At Kent Junior High (formerly all-black) 
she made the honor roll. The following year 
when she was bused to Kenmoor Junior High 
she didn't make tt and she was doing just 
as well. That's what was unfair-that the 
white standards were higher than at black 
schools. I never thought that the only way 
my child could learn vias to sit next to a 
white child, but that's where the quality 
education was and that's what it's all about." 

Another black junior high student, Pam 
·Hampton, made a similar discovery. An 
honors student at a primarily white junior 
high, she was discouraged when she was 
bused to a formerly all-black school and 
found the standards there much lower. 

At my old school, Robert Goddard, there 
was more variety in our programs. You could 
really become academically Involved 1! you 
wanted to," she says. "But when we were 
transferred to Kent we found it wasn't 
there. As a matter of fact, only six people 
were 1n my math class and all of them came 
from Goddard." 

Others, however. retain strong opinions 
about desegregation hurting Prince 
George's. 

"I believe busing is the single most dis
ruptive thing that has happened 1n the his
tory of the county," says Wlnfleld M. Kelly 
Jr., county executive. He believes that a 
"feeling of instablllty'' created by the busing 
turmoil both triggered white fiight and 

frightened off new middle-class families that 
otherwise might have moved in. 

"I could give you two arms lists of 
names . . • of people I've really been sad
dened to see leaving the county. It's the 
stab111ty thing that pulled them away .. . 
everything suffered ... including racial 
relations." 

But Kelly, like others, declines to produce 
a list of names of those who may have left 
for this reason, and it is impossible to meas
ure how many white may not have moved in 
because of school desegregation. 

The racial make-up of the county, which 
has acquired a 25 per cent black population 
in llttle more than a decade, had begun 
changing before school desegregation, part 
of a trend of blacks moving to close-in 
suburbs that is occurring elsewhere. 

Both the black increase and the white de
cline were being reflected in county school 
enrollments before busing for desegregation 
was ordered, though there was a larger than 
normal drop--9 per cent-in white enroll
ments during the first year of busing and 
its protests. 

The following year, however, the white de
cline slowed to 5.4 per cent, and Charles 
Wendorf, director of pupil accounting for 
the school system, sees a trend toward sta
bilization of the racial mix. 

"I think the population is integrating nat
urally, and I don't think busing has any
thing to do with it now," he remarks. 

Jesse Warr, the only black member of the 
county school board, notes that "the black 
population change began before busing." 

Black enrollment, remained steady dur
Ing the first busing year, cllmbing at 1.5 
per cent as it has over the past seven years, 
according to Wendorf. The greatest black 
Influx came in the late 1960s, and popula
tion authorities say this coincided with 
open-housing legislation in the county and 
urban renewal in the District of Columbia. 

"To use the economy and instability to 
say busing isn't working is a lot of baloney. 
Those are scapegoat tactics to blame me, a 
black person, as the cause of it all," says 
Warr. 

Many opposed to busing also claim that 
the housing market was hurt by desegrega
tion. But realtors generally say that the 
change in school assignments had little ef
fect on their sales, which have improved in 
the past two years. 

The black community also found fault with 
a situation they say grew out of busing. 
Last November, the NAACP filed a suit charg
ing the school system with discriminating 
against black students by suspending them 
at a higher rate than whites. 

The first year after busing, 48.2 per cent 
of suspensions were meted out to blacks, 
who made up 28.9 per cent of the school 
population, according to school statistics. 
That suit was settled out of court last 
spring. 

Other desegregated school systems have 
also been charged with "pushing out" black 
students through suspensions or discrimi
nating against them through "ab111ty group
ing," with blacks put in the lowest groups. 

The Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare recently reported that it has re
quired the shifting of classes for 250,000 
children in the last year and a half to halt 
such "second generation" segregation, most
ly 1n Southern systems. 

But in Prince Georges most residents say 
that, considering the history of the county, 
desegregation has gone smoothly. Until 1954, 
the schools were segregated by law and little 
changed until the mid-60s when, under 
federal pressure, the school boundaries were 
redrawn to break up 24 all-black schools. 

In 1972 when the federal courts in Balti
more ordered the mid-term transfers, the 
schools quietly prepared an intricate busing 
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plan while the county erupted in protests. 

"We transferred twice as many students 
as they did in Boston, a logistical feat com
parable to putting a man on the moon:• says 
Carl w. Hassel, school superintendent. 

"We guaranteed that every student would 
have the same courses in their new schools, 
that sports would continue, that student of
ficers could retain their position ... And 
on D-day we didn't have one single dis
ruption. Compared to what I've seen in 
other places, this Is really remarkable." 

[From the Las Vegas Review Journal, 
Mar. 22, 1976] 

COUNTY SCHOOL DESEGREGATION PLAN 
DETAILED 

EDITOR's NoTE: School desegregation in 
Clark County has continued since the fall 
of 1972 under a federal court order. The plan, 
proposed by administrators and the school 
district trustees, established seven sixth grade 
centers. 

About 5,400 students attend the centers in 
the predominantly black West Las Vegas area. 
White sixth graders are bused from other 
parts of the city to the centers and first 
through fifth grade black students living in 
the West Las Vegas area are bused to schools 
in the metropolitan area. The centers also 
include kindergarten for the black children 
who are not bused out of their neighborhoods. 

In these two reports, the educational pro
gram at the centers ts examined. Dr. Brian 
Cram, an assistant superintendent, gives an 
overview and the statr at J o Mackey Sixth 
Grade Center describe the program this year 
and the changes that have occurred in the 
last four years. 

(By Rick Keir) 
The psychological and physiological 

changes 11-year-olds begin to experience as 
they enter sixth grade place special demands 
on their educational environment. 

They have great physical energy and stud
ies have shown their attention span Is little 
more than that of klndergarteners. 

With a concentration of these pre-adoles
cents, the sixth grade centers in the Clark 
County School District are in a unique posi
tion to meet these demands, according to Dr. 
Brian Cram, an assistant superintendent. 

"They are right between the rather self
contained elementary school experience," 
Cram said, "and the departmentalized junior 
high school experience. In elementary school, 
the students usually stay with one teacher 
and in junior high school, they move from 
teacher to teacher. 

"In the centers, we emphasize a 'core' pro
gram in which one or two teachers combine 
language arts skills llke penmanship, spell
ing, reading and vocabulary with social stud
ies. 

"The students also move to other rooms for 
math and science every day and then to other 
rooms for art and music a couple of times a 
week. In this way, they have a tra.nsttlon from 
the self-contained system to the department
alized one.'' 

The disruption of the education process 
during the last four years has been mini
mal at the seven centers, Cram emphasized. 

He praised the teachers and adminlstrators 
for their w1111ngness to view the sixth graders 
in a new light and work toward improving 
the curriculum. 

"Our aim Is to stress fundamental skills. 
This Is an excellent time in the child's educa
tion for regrouping in an attempt to make 
sure all of them have the basics. 

"At the end of the fifth grade," Cram 
continued, "the students take a (nationwide) 
standardized achievement test which deter
mines their ab111ty 1n a broad range of sub
jects including math, language and spelling. 

"We get a general Idea of their progress by 
looking at the scores. We can see 1n what a.rea 
a student Is having trouble or excelling. Then, 

we give them a test developed by the district 
which will tell us specifically what kind of 
problem the student has. 

"For instance, by looking at the scores on 
the standardized test, we may see a student Is 
having trouble in math. And we can tell by 
our test if he Is having trouble with addi
tion. subtraction, multiplication or division. 

"Then, we attempt to give a program to the 
particular student which fits hls level. We 
have remedlal and accelerated programs at 
most of the centers. 

"This fits well Into the core program, too. 
If a student Is reading on a fifth grade level, 
the teacher is more apt to consider this in 
the social studies lesson." 

The centers organize the program differ
ently although each revolves around the cen
tral theme of a core program. 

District administrators provide direction 
in pollcy guides each year. 

During this year, the policy guides from 
the district have emphasized Cram's back
to-the-basic approach. For example, 1m
proved penmanship has been promoted. "We 
are looking for acceptable legiblllty of 
cursive writing (long-hand) and not how 
pretty it Is," Cram said. 

Teachers have received guides which indi
cate the different levels of legibility. "We're 
trying to give teachers an idea of what to 
lr 'Jk for and how to correct it:• he said. 

"And we emphasize that the different 
courses should be Integrated. It's unrealistic 
to teach composition at one time and social 
studies at another. Teachers In every subject 
area are responsible for penmanship," Cram 
explained. 

He added the centers are using a common 
spelling book for the first time this year. 
"We try to put the words they learn in 
science classes on the spelling tests,'' he 
said. 

The centers also ofi'er a wide variety of 
non-academic activities to channel some of 
the boundless energy of the students. 

The activities are carried on during the 
school day in the same fashion as clubs In 
the high schools. 

One center has 24 clubs Including such 
diverse activities as needlepoint, model 
building, television broadcasting, chess and 
rug hooking. The students attend these ac
tivities at different times. At one center 
they go once every two weeks. 

One of Cram's main concerns Is to develop 
aa sense of continuity for the sixth grader 
as he enters junior high school. 

As the assistant superintendent for Inter
mediate education, Cram admtnlsters the 
junior highs as well as the centers. 

"We now have a uniform system of de
scribing a student's achievement from sixth 
to ninth grade and we're getting an increase 
in consultation between the sixth grade 
teachers and the junior high teachers. 

"We're asking the teachers for goals and 
they're getting together to talk a lot more. 
We're getting more specifics about how we 
can coordinate the curriculum rather than 
the nebulous complaints about the school or 
that school," Cram said. 

He pointed out the district is moving to
ward the implementation of the "middle 
school" concept In a modified form. In several 
states. a middle school Includes sixth, 
seventh and eighth grades. 

In the district, ninth grade has been 
shifted to many high schools from the 
junior high. 

PoD BENEFITS STUDENT8-"SCHOOL-WITHIN-A-
8CHOOL" CONCEPT WORKS 

The desegregation plan 1s blending well 
with an experimental education program 
at Jo Mackey Sixth Grade Center. according 
to Principal Herschel Williams. 

The program is organized along the lines 
of a "school-within-a-school" concept. 

Each school-withln-a-schoolis called a pod 
and each pod contains four teachers and a 

mtnlmum of 120 students. There are four 
classrooms In each pod and the students go 
from one room to another for the various 
lessons. 

As In the other sixth grade centers, the 
curriculum revolves around the core courses 
of language arts and social studies. In addi
tion, students learn math and science skllls 
from teachers in the pods. 

They also go to other classrooms outside 
of the pod to learn from speclallsts In music, 
art and physical education. They also can 
choose from a wide range of non-academic 
activities llke clubs. 

For the acadeinically talented students, 
there is a specially designed program to allow 
them to complete in depth research. 

For the students with academic problems, 
there Is a special assistance program 1n 
various areas. A special reading teacher 
works with students with reading problems. 
Those who need this assistance attend the 
regular classes but work in reading and 
mathematics resource rooms at certain times 
during the day. 

In this pod system, the students spend at 
least half a day each day studying the core 
courses of social studies and language arts. 

The physical structure of the pod promotes 
better instruction, according to Williams. He 
said some of the rooms are separated by a 
sliding partition that can be opened if the 
teachers want to combine two classes and 
team teach by integrating two subjects llke 
science and math. 

The pod system differs from the depart
mental organization In that each science or 
math teacher has his or her own equipment 
in a different pod. Under the departmental 
organization, all the science equipment or 
math equipment Is In one area. 

However, Williams explained, the pod 
structure allows the teachers of the four 
subjects to exchange Information more easily. 

"The teachers in each pod have one plan
ning period a day when they get together 
and discuss the program and how each stu
dent Is progressing. I think this Is very help
ful for the teachers. Often, with the depart
mental system the science teacher doesn't get 
the chance to talk with the math teacher 
about a particular student. 

"I think this Is also very helpful for the 
parents when they come in for a conference. 
All four teachers can talk about the child's 
progress In the different area,'' he said. 

Williams explained the school at 2726 
Englestad St. has gone through many changes 
since he became principal six years ago. 

It has changed from a regular neighbor
hood elementary school in 1970 to a "pres
tige" school where whites were encouraged 
to send their children In a voluntary Inte
gration program in 1971 to a six grade center 
in 1972. 

The pod structure was Instituted this fall 
after Williams surveyed the teachers about 
their concerns. 

''I found that many teachers wanted more 
planning time and I decided the pod system 
is the best way to make this ava.llable. So tar, 
it has been very successful. We are going to 
evaluate the experiment at the end of the 
year and look for areas where we can Im
prove tt:• he sald. 

Nancy Brock, a language arts teacher who 
1s chairman of a pod, said she believes the 
school has been a "pioneer" In establlshlng 
better teaching procedures. 

Pam Jones, a science teacher, said the 
main advantage of the pod system 1s the 
teachers can easily share the same students. 
She said she likes the deaprtmental orga
nization In one way since all of the science 
eqUipment can be kept 1n one place. 

"The pod system 1s advantageous because 
we are able to have a planning period but 
we've had to give up a smaller class size for 
1t. It woUld be better it we could keep the 
class size down as well," according to L1Dda 
Cochran, a math teacher. She sald about five 
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students have been added to each class. The 
classes have about 32 or SS students in them. 

As the learning atmosphere has changed 
over the years at Jo Mackey, so has the social 
atmosphere. 

The constant phone calls by parents of 
black and white students about real or ima
gined racial problems during the first year as 
a center have given way to an easier attitude. 

"During that first year, I was receiving 
many calls from parents with concerns that 
had no basis in fact:• Wllllams said. "Now, 
t heir concerns are centered around how a 
student is doing in a particular class. 

"More white parents are apt to come Into 
t he area voluntarily. For instance, if their 
child has a doctor's appoint ment during the 
day, they are more willing to come and pick 
him up. 

"And they see that people around here are 
r eally interested in keeping up the appear
ance of their property," he said of the middle 
class residential section sun·ounding the 
campus. 

"We have many well-kept homes around 
here as opposed to apartments and when the 
white parents come here they see different 
t hings than they had heard about." 

The sixth graders have adjusted well, too, 
WilUams said. 

"No one has developed an instrument to 
show the change in the degree of acceptance 
of a person of one race for a person of an
other. But, on the surface, it seems the in
terplay between the boys and girls has im
proved. They have become less standoffish," 
said the young, black principal. 

Wllllams is planning to write a disserta
tion for a doctorate in education from the 
University of Houston on the changes of 
r acial attitudes. He pointed out the disserta
tion is in the planning stage and he plans to 
gain permission !rom the Clark County 
School District, parents and students betore 
he begins the study. 

"I've come to some minor conclusions al
ready. Due to the !act that many of the boys 
and girls have brothers, sisters and cousins 
who have been through the center, they are 
having a better time. Much of the apprehen
sion felt by everyone-parents, students and 
teachers-during that first year is gone. 

"And I want to emphasize one of the main 
reasons for this has been the hard work of 
the teachers, many of whom have been here 
three or four years." 

(From the Chicago Sun-Times, Oct. 12, 1975] 
EIGHT YEARS LATER, EvANSTON BUSING STILL A 

SUCCESS 

(By Andy Shaw) 
Controversial educator Gregory Coffin is 

just a memory these days in north suburban 
Evanston, but his legacy-one of the nation's 
first school busing programs-quietly and 
effectively lives on. 

On any school day, the yellow buses can 
be seen rolling along tree-lined Evanston 
streets, carrying 1,900 chlldren-1,000 white 
and 900 black-to 11 of District 65's 21 ele
mentary and junior high schools. 

Evanston, like the big city just south of it, 
is proud of its neighborhoods, which vary in 
ambience and populace nearly as much as 
Chicago's. There are distinct enclaves of rich, 
poor, middle class, black, white, Protestant 
and Jewish-yet every school is integrated. 

Willard School, in posh, WASPish north
west Evanston, has 11 per cent black stu
dents, the fewest of any school, while Central 
School, in racially mixed north central Evan
ston, has 51 per cent black pupils, tops in 
the system. In all, blacks make up 30 per 
cent of the system enrollment. 

Robert Dawkins, director of pupil services 
for the district, smiles when he says: "Here 
we have just the opposite of Boston and 
Loulsvllle-people are asking, 'Why aren't 
my children bused?' " 

In 1971, four years after busing began, a 
national study showed that black pupils' 

reading and math skllls had improved since 
the schools were integrated, even though 
blacks still lagged far behind whites in over
all performance. 

While no busing-related study has been 
conducted since then, recent tests found im
proved achievement by blacks and whites. 

Evanston's busing program has been so 
successful that District 65 administrators 
have been consultants for planned school 
integration projects in other cities, including 
Jackson, Miss.; Dayton, Ohio; Oklahoma 
City; Gary, Ind.; and Danville, Ill. 

Coffin came to Evanston in 1966 to design 
and implement the desegregation plan, al
though groundwork had been laid by vari
ous community groups and school officials 
during the previous five years 

Coffin moved swiftly, shifting attendance 
boundaries, dispersing students from two 
predominantly black schools, and transport
ing all pupils who lived more than 1 Y2 miles 
from their new schools. 

The Martin Luther King Jr. Elementary 
School was established to replace a formerly 
all-black school. It was opened with an en
riched program to attract white pupils from 
around the city. 

By the september after Coffin arrived, inte
gration in the Evanston school system was a 
reality. 

Along with White Plains, N.Y., Evanston 
was the first school district in the country 
to desegregate voluntarily with busing. They 
soon were followed by Berkeley, Calif. 

Although there was some 1nit1al commu
nity resistance to Coffin's plan, it came off 
well because community residents were in
volved every step of the way. 

Schools Supt. Joseph Hill, a black who at
tended Evanston schools, became a teacher 
and then rose through the administrative 
ranks, said the program has been a success 
because "it evolved from the community. It 
wasn't handed down by the school board like 
an edict and it was not a court order. It came 
from a community that was concerned that 
there was de facto (unintentional) segre
gation." 

To allay initial concerns, Coffin and the 
board formed teams of school officials and 
community representatives to explain the 
implications of the plan at every school in
stead of bringing residents from all over 
the city into mass meetings. 

At each school, parents were shown maps 
and drawings and the busing project was ex
plained. According to Hlll, "When people saw 
that it wasn't such a big deal, those who 
came with some anxieties had those anxieties 
t aken care of." 

Evanston, of course, had some advantages 
when it began, such as schools with an 1m· 
pressive national reputation and a relatively 
well-educated, socially conscious citizenry. 

Even so, Coffin was less successful than his 
program. For reasons still not entirely clear, 
he was fired by the school board in 1969. 
Some say he moved too agressively With inte
gration; others believe he scared people with 
other innovative ideas, while still another 
camp simply speaks of personality conflict 
between him and board members. 

Whatever controversy Coffin generated, it 
quickly subsided when he departed. City 
Manager Edward Martin notes that during 
his five years on the job, "I've never heard a 
controversial or bad thing about the busing 
program." 

Despite periodic questions by some resi
dents and groups about the continued need 
to bus children, "none of these things has 
ever lc.l to a generated att empt to change 
anything," Martin adds. 

Supt. Hill thinks integrated education is 
the best approach, and "this is a two-way 
street. The youngster who grows up in isola
tion-black or white-is at a disadvantage. 
Children of both races have a great deal of 
experience to share. 

"To wait until youngsters get to high 

school or college, when so many attitudes, 
myths and stereotypes have been formed, is 
to expect hostility. People just can't relate 
then." 

While Hill admits it is infinitely harder to 
pull o:tf school integration in large cities
Chicago has one of the nation's most segre
gated systems-he says much more can be 
done than has been so far. If the problems 
of distance, time, cost and community re
sistance cannot be overcome, he adds, sys
tems at least sh01:tld work harder t o inte
grate facilities. 

"I've seen some beautiful relationships de
velop between tea.chers and students of dif
ferent racial backgrounds," he said. 

[From t he Champaign (Til.) News Gazette, 
Feb. 15, 1976] 

BuSING Is A FACT OF SCHOOL LIFE 

(By Barbara G. Betz and Jim Bray) 
Like cold breakfast cereal, homecoming and 

tax referenda, busing has become a fact of 
school life in Champaign and Urbana. 

Each weekday morning for nine months of 
the year about 900 black students in the two 
cities wait for the yellow buses that will take 
them past neighborhood schools and dis
tribute them throughout the district. All 
this is done in the name of building a bet
ter society and equal educational opportu
nities. 

Considering the uproar created by busing 
in several metropolitan areas, local desegre
gation was comparatively calm 10 years ago, 
and is accepted without visible protest in 
1976. 

Nearly 5,000 students board buses each day 
to go to school in District 116 or Unit 4. 
About one fifth of those are bused to schools 
from outlying areas. 

In Urbana, 1,984 students boarded buses 
the day of the last head count in January. 
Of that number, 488 students, including 
about 349 northwest Urbana blacks, are 
bused to maintain racial balance in each of 
the district's eight schools. 

The remaining 139 students bused for de
segregation are children of parents who live 
in university housing in Orchard Downs. 
Many are foreign-born and require special bi· 
lingual help. Not white students from other 
areas of the community are bused for deseg
regation. 

Northwest Urbana black students are dis
tributed in the schools according to a formu
la attempting to achieve a similar percent
age throughout the district. 

For all Urbana elementary buildings, the 
percentage of black students is about 16 
percent. Of that percentage, northwest Ur
bana blacks comprise about 10.2 per cent. 

The largest percentage of nonlocal black 
students in Urbana are bused into Webber 
School. Of 43 blacks in the school, 37 or 
16 per cent of the school's population are 
bused. 

Washington School appears to be the most 
naturally integrated elementary school in 
Urbana. Only six per cent of the school's 
population, 17 of the school's 51 blacks, are 
bused Jn. 

Urbana's desegregation plan was developed 
in 1966 after a group of concerned citizens 
protested to the board in May that nothing 
had been done to achieve l'aclal balance in 
the schools. 

The board of education adopted a busing 
policy in July 1966 and busing started in the 
fall. 

Prior to 1966, the school board h ad pro
vided extra money to give King School 
(former J. W. Hays School) in northwest 
Urbana. what it termed "a superior staff and 
facllities with a reduced class size." 

While maintaining that the King School 
plan had been successful, the boat·d adopted 
a new guideline on July 26, 1966. 

"Convinced that racial balance in all 
schools of the district is educationally sound 
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as well as morally right," the guideline read, 
"the board has decided to place the majority 
of Hays School area pupUs in other schools. 

"Although it has heretofore been a policy 
of District 116 to plan for neighborhood 
schools and to transport pupUs only for spe
cial classes and because of lack of space, the 
board recognizes there is no other feasible 
way to achieve racial balance under present 
conditions." 

That motion provided !or busing of north
west Urbana black students and moved 
Orchard Downs children into the previously 
predominantly black school. 

Although the Champaign school board 
committed the system to desegregation in 
1963, little was done to reach that goal until 
1967-on the heels of Urbana's surprising 
decision to desegregate. 

The voices in Champaign's black com
munity strengthened after the Urbana move. 
Most of the publicity at the time was gen
erated by the Coordinating Committee !or 
Quality Education (CCQE). 

The CCQE was a coalition of black con
servatives and liberals and was the "last 
strongly unified voice of the black com
munity, .. according to Ken Stratton, Cham
paign's director of pupil accounting and the 
highest ranking black in the Unit 4 admin
istration. 

The pressures from Champaign's blacks, 
coupled with the endorsement of desegrega
tion by the Champaign Education Association 
and citizen groups like the League of Women 
Voters, left the school board little choice 
but to desegregate. 

The board appointed an Equal Educational 
Opportunities Committee (EEOC) composed 
of some members of the CCQE as well as 
representatives of the white community. The 
EEOC was chaired by Harold Baker, local 
attorney and future member of the school 
board. 

Committee recommendations for the first 
steps toward integration were implemented 
by the board with desegregation o! junior 
highs accomplished in 1967 and elementary 
schools the following year. 

However, not everyone was satisfied. The 
CCQE wanted the elementary school plan to 
take effect in 1967, and an organiZed petition 
drive against busing had produced some 2,500 
signatures. Neither side changed the board's 
plans. 

Major changes were made in the bound
aries for elementary schools in 1968. Two 
schools with the greatest proportion of 
blacks-Gregory and Marquette-were closed. 
A third-Washington-lost its population 
and became an experimental school with en
rollment on a voluntary basis. 

Blacks from the same northeast section of 
the city were bused to eight elementary 
schools with predominantly white enroll
ments. 

The same arrangement exists today, with 
the bused area also attending Jefferson Junior 
High and Centennial High on the southwest 
side of Champaign. 

In 1968, the board also purchased 10 new 
buses for the added transportation needs 
and hired 10 drivers in 1968 for a combined 
total of about $80,000. 

Today. 31 buses cover about 1,500 miles 
each day With about 2,900 students. About 
550 of those are blacks bused strictly for de
segregation purposes. 

Accurate estimates of current transporta
tion costs for desegregation were not avail
able !rom the Unit 4 adminlstratlon. 

Costs for busing all the students in Urbana 
were about $198,500 in 1974-75. Clarence Gast, 
director of School Transportation Inc., which 
contracts Urbana bus service, estimates about 
one-fourth of that total is attributed to bus
ing for desegregation. 

The number of buses has increased- by five 
1n Urbana since busing was authorized 1n 
1966. 

The longest route in the district covers 
15 miles from a rural address to Thomas 
Paine School. In all, Gast says 994 miles are 
travelled by buses each day, most of them to 
bring in rural students. 

The average length of a rlde for students 
1s about 20 minutes, Gast says. The longest 
is 55 minutes and the shortest about five. 

According to recent reports, desegregation 
in the schools has not accomplished every
thing its proponenm had once hoped it would. 

After eight years of busing in Urbana, a 
report in the fall of 1974 indicated achieve
ment tests scores of black students had not 
risen much since the schools were desegre
gated. The scores of black children stlll 
ranked lower than average scores in the 
district. 

School officials explain that more black 
children are now included in the testing 
program and that achievement tests are not 
always accurate indicators because of bias. 
But they do agree that busing is not the 
panacea people once believed it would be. 

"The achievement scores of black students 
still run below those of whites," sald Unit 4 
Supt. of Schools Marshall K. Berner. "There 
1s beginning to be more of an overlapping of 
scores than there used to be." 

Berner said a careful analysts would be 
difficult because of the lack of a "control" 
school untouched by the changes. Only a 
control would allow comparison of test data. 

[From the New York Times, Oct. 22, 1975] 
ScaooL INTEGRATION GAINs IN RAciNE, WIS

coNsiN, PROGRAM VIEWED AS MODEL FOR THE 
NATION 

(By Paul Delaney) 
RACINE, WIS., Oct. 16.-The two Hochstein 

children--Steven, 9 years old, and Brian, 6-
meet the yellow school bus every morning 
at 8:30. They leave cozy, white suburban 
Harbor View to attend Jefferson Elementary 
School in the city's black community. 

At about the same time, Daimon Steven
son, 7, boards a bus near his home in a black 
neighborhood of the inner city for the long 
ride to Caddy Vista Elementary School, de
scribed by his mother as belng "way out in 
the country." 

Beyond concern about the distance that 
children have to travel-about 15 miles each 
way-Gwendolyn Hochstein and Llllle 
Stevenson sa.ld they had no qualm with the 
way desegregation of elementary schools has 
gone, that the long bus ride was "worth 
it to achieve something Important, integra
tion of the schools." 

Of Racine's 15,000 elementary school 
pupils, 2,200 are being bused-about half of 
them white, and half black. There are 29,000 
students in the city's school system-one
fi!th of them black. 

The efl.'ort in Racine seems to be one of the 
more successful examples of school integra
tion in the North to date, officials say. De
segregation here could serve as a model for 
other cities as the drive !or integration 
moves from smaller towns to bigger cities, 
not only 1n the Middle West, but also across 
the country. 

SOME PROMISE 

So far, desegregation in the Middle West 
has been spotty, with some notable accom
plishments, some repetition of mistakes 
made by other communities and some prom
ise for the future. As the evidence points 
to retrenchment in the South and a change 
of heart among some liberal proponents over 
busing, clearly the desegregation action now 
is here in the Middle West. 

There 1s a variety of approaches, from the 
use here and 1n other cities of magnet 
schools to the establlshment of "fifth-year 
centers" for all fifth-graders 1n Oklahoma 
City. There 1s still strong resistance, but 
there appears to be a growing acceptance 
even of busing by communities where it has 

been in effect for some time, such as 111 
Pontiac, Mich. 

In addition, there is court-ordered inte
gration, as in Oklahoma City and Omaha.. 
Ofllcials 1n Kansas City, Mo., are under a 
desegregation directive from the Department 
of Health, Education, and Wel!are, while 
the state of Iowa 1s pressing Des Moines to 
desegregate. And some communities, such as 
Racine and Minneapolis, have taken steps to 
eliminate segregated schools voluntarlly. 

INTEGRATION-RELATED DEATHS 

On the other hand, the only integration
related deaths in this school year have 
occurred in the Middle West. A white student 
was shot by a black youth at U.S. Grant 
High School in Oklahoma City, and a court
appointed desegregation specialist in Dayton, 
Ohlo. was shot by a man apparently upset 
that his chlldren where to be bused. Both 
incidents occurred last month. 

Nevertheless, a. pattern seems to be emerg
ing in some places of seeking peaceful, 
sincere, workable and-some say hopefully
voluntary solutions to the problems of dis
mantling dual schools. The merger of pre
dominantly black city schools with pre
dominantly white suburban schools, a solu
tion rejected last year by the Supreme 
Court, 1s being debated as a method of 
achieving more lasting desegregation by 
cutting ott some of the sanctuaries of whites 
fieeing the city. 

Here in Wisconsin, a proposal before the 
Legislature would merge two Milwaukee high 
school districts with two suburban districts. 
Three superintendents in suburban Omaha 
said they favored voluntary rather than 
mandatory integration and would cooperate 
in such a program with the city. 

The school board in Kansas City, Mo., has 
authorized its attorney to Investigate the 
possib111ty of a lawsuit or other schools in 
the metropolitan area. However, some black 
leaders regard the move as a delaying tactic 
rather than an earnest efi'ort by the board. 

COURT ACTION AWAITED 

About a dozen cities, mostly in Ohio, are 
awaiting court orders or other court action. 
In Ohlo, the National Association for the 
Advancement of Colored People, in a new 
strategy, 1s concentrating on the entire state, 
with suits either pending or planned 1n such 
cities as Cleveland, Cincinnati, Columbus, 
Dayton, Arkon, Toledo, Youngstown and 
Canton. Court action is also pending 1n 
Milwaukee and Indianapolis. 

Then there is Chicago. For the moment, 
Chicago is considered too tough to tackle 
because it would take a tremendous amount 
of effort and resources. The Federal Govern
ment has been reluctant to move and so has 
the state of llltnois. S1milarly, blacks in 
Chicago have hesitated to file suit because 
of the expense lt would entail and the antic
ipated level of resistance. 

But this southeast Wisconsin city of nearly 
100,000 on the shores of Lake Michigan 1s 
perhaps a model of how desegregation should 
be accomplished. 

The same factors that resulted in strong 
resistance in other places exist here. There 
has been racial tension. A high school and a 
junior high school were closed !or three days 
last year after racial fighting broke out. 

School ofllclals here believe that Racine 
avoided many pitfalls that other cities experi
enced because the school board took the 
initiative and ordered a plan drawn up in 
1973. Support came from the school admin
istration staff and from a citizens com
mittee set up to reconunend alternative 
plans, accord.lng to C. Richard Nelson, 
superintendent of schools. 

INVOLVEMENT OF PARENTS 

This attempt to involve parents in the 
process and to devise a voluntary plan (al
though the board did not accept the plan 
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recommended by the committee) seems to 
have prevented the build-up of substantial 
opposition. 

Some of the features that made desegrega• 
tion in Racine diiferent from that in other 
ci.ties include the following: 

Desegregation was two-way, with black 
children transferred to suburban schools on 
the outer reaches of the 100-square-mile 
Racine unified school district that encom
passes a third of Racine County, while white 
youngsters were sent to schools in the inner 
city. One-way desegregation of black children 
to white schools have been a major concern 
of black parents, and accounts for some of 
their opposition to busing. The racial com
position at Jefferson Elementary School 
changed from nearly 90 per cent black to 40 
per cent black, and the white majority at 
Caddy Vista dropped from 97 per cent to 80 
per cent. 

The plan met no public opposition from 
elected officials. None of the eight candidates 
for the school board in last year's primary 
made desegregation an issue. 

There was some opposition to desegrega
tion, however. On Oct. 11, a judge dismissed 
a suit challenging the right of the board to 
bus children long distances. 

There is also evidence of some white par· 
ents pulling their children out of the public 
schools, but it is minimal here, in contrast 
to Oklahoma City. 

Referring to the racial strlte that has dis
rupted schools in Boston, Mr. Nelson said 
Racine t·esidents were determined not to 
"become another Boston," and added, "This 
was felt even by people opposed to busing." 
He attributed the city's success to several 
factors. 

"We had two years to work on the plan, to 
build support for it after the board adopted 
desegregation as policy," he said in an inter· 
view at the Racine Unified School District 
building. He added: 

"When the plan was adopted, the commu
nity accepted it. But the momentum for in
tegration was there already. We desegregated 
high schools and junior high schools in the 
nineteen-sixties, so movement toward de· 
segregation of elementary schools was logl· 
cal." 

NO POLITICAL FOOTBALL 

Racine was one of the few cities in the 
nation to integrate its schools without mak
ing desegregation and busing a political foot· 
ball. Historically, school officials and other 
political leaders have adopted a stance of 
defiance. 

A RETURN VISIT TO CAMP LEJEUNE 
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, in August of 

last year I sent my staff assistant, Mr. 
William S. Lind, to Camp LeJeune, N.C., 
to report to me on certain manpower 
problems of the 2d Marine Division. I 
noted in the RECORD at that time that 
the Commandant of the Marine Corps, 
General Wilson, was taking effective 
steps to deal with those problems. Gen
eral Wilson was then in the process of 
giving the troop commanders the tools 
they needed to deal with some long-term 
personnel problems which they faced. 

Last week I again sent Mr. Lind to 
camp LeJeune to observe how the man
power situation has changed since last 
August. It is evident to me from his re
port that the Commandant's new man
power policies are succeeding. The 
statistics clearly show that manpower 
problems are decreasing in the 2d Divi
sion. Unauthorized absences are down 
from a monthly average of almost 30 per 
1,000 men last August to 14 in April of 

this year-more than a 50 percent drop. 
The desertion rate has declined from 21 
per 1,000 in August to 9 in Aprll. As
saults have dropped from 11 in the divi
sion in August to 1 in Aprll. The quaUty 
of new recruits to the 2d Division has 
risen sharply in the same period. In Au
gust of last year, only about 40 percent 
of new recruits had a high school di
ploma; in April of this year, almost 60 
percent had high school diplomas. The 
level of GT scores, the basic proficiency 
.test score for recruits, has risen nearly 10 
points in the same period. 

The strongly positive impression made 
by these statistics is a testimonial to 
the policies of the Commandant, and 
equally to the officers of the 2d Divi
sion who have worked hard and skillfully 
to put the Commandant's policies into 
practice. The positive impa.ct of the 
statistics was, in addition, reinforced in 
~Conversations my staff assistant held 
with omcers from the 6th Marine Regi
ment to the 2d Division. These officers, 
of the ranks of major, captain and lieu
tenant--the people who work with the 
troops on a daily basis-stated that the 
new recruits they are receiving are of 
"excellent to outstanding" quality, and 
that today's situation compared to that 
of last year is "the difference between 
day and night!' They noted that the 
Commandant's new expeditious dis
charge program was working extremely 
well, and that it was of benefit not only 
to the Marine Corps but also to individ
uals who proved unable to adjust to 
service life. 

A somewhat surprising and very posi
tive indication of how much the situa
tion has improved was provided by these 
omcer's answer to the question of, "What 
are your most serious problems with your 
troops?" Not one o:mcer mentioned prob
lems relating to troop quality or disci
pline, although all indicated a quantita
tive shortage of troops needed to meet 
the 2d Division's many commitments. 
When asked speoifically about what had 
previously been problem areas, these 
troop commanders noted that the drug 
problem, while still serious, is "leveling 
off;" robberies and assaults had de
creased greatly; and radal problems were 
"a thing of the past." 

The direct personal observations of the 
troop commanders thus support the sta
tistics. Both together clearly indicate 
that the 2nd Division has replaced nega
tive with strongly positive trends, as far 
as manpower problems are concerned. I 
think this is particularly important for 
the Congress to note; it is on trends that 
we should focus our attention,·because it 
is these which show how the policies of 
the present Commandant are working. 
It is clear General Wilson's policies are 
working well, and that, in my view, they 
deserve our strong support. 

There was, however, one area in my 
staff's report which caused me some con
cern. On asking battalion and company
grade omcers of the 6th Regiment how 
much of their time went to personnel
related matters and administrative 
tasks, the unanimous answer was, "All 
of it!' This is potentially a serious prob
lem. If an o:Hlcer's time goes entirely to 

personnel and administrative matters, 
then he has no time for personal profes
sional development. He has no time to 
devote to what should be his prime con
cern: the potential battlefield. My staff 
specifically inquired how much these om
cers knew about Soviet-model forces, 
their most likely opponent, and how 
.much time they were given to study So
viet forces-their tactics, equipment, 
etc. It was clear that, while the interest 
in these battlefield issues was great, op
portunities to acquire the needed knowl
edge were practically non-existent. 
Because personnel and administrative 
needs are given top priority, there is 
virtually no time in a commanding om
cer's day for professional study. 

This situation should be of particular 
concern to the Congress, because to some 
extent it is congressional mandates 
which have produced the enormous 
paperwork load which commanding om
cers must bear. I have long attempted to 
draw attention to the negative impact 
of federally required paperwork on the 
individual citizen and, especially, on the 
small businessman. Clearly the impact 
on a military officer commanding a 
troop unit is at least as severe. Congress 
must become more sensitive to the 
paperwork requirements generated by 
legislation. 

At the same time, the Marine Corps 
must realize that it is a classic peace
time error of military establishments to 
permit personnel and administrative re
quirements to take precedence over pre
paring for the battlefield. Unfortunately, 
it is an error that can easily lead to mili
tary defeat. While some personnel
related and administrative work is 
always necessary, a balance must be 
struck that permits commanding offi.cers 
time for professional development. It 
should not be seen as a dereliction of 
duty if a company commander is found 
reading, for example, a book on Soviet 
military thought. I feel a strong policy 
statement to this effect may be needed 
in the Marine Corps. A specific program 
designed to free a troop commander's 
time for additional study of the poten
tial battlefield, plus a system of provid
ing more and better information on the 
capabilities and practices of the poten
tial opponent, might also be desirable. 
We cannot permit peacetime personnel
l'elated and administrative practices to 
absorb all of a troop commander's time, 
thus leaving him unprepared for combat. 

In summary, it is clear that the Com
mandant's policies on manpower are 
working well. Both the statistics ·and the 
comments of troop commanders from the 
2d Marine Division make it clear that 
the trends are in the right direction. The 
Commandant is deserving of the full sup
port of the Congress, both for his efforts 
and for his success. 

I would like to extend my sincere per
sonal thanks to the omcers and men of 
the 2d Marine Division for their time 
and their hospitality for my staff assis
tant. I would especially like to thank 
Gen. W. G. Joslyn, Commanding Gen
eral, 2d Marine Division; Col. H. D. Glas
gow, Commanding Officer, 6th Marine 
Regiment; Major Griggs, e cort.ing o:mcer 
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from 2d Marine Division; and the of
ficers of the 6th Marine Regiment, par
ticularly the escort ofiicer from the 6th 
Marine Regiment, Lieutenant Culver. 

OTTO KERNER: A FINAL TRffiUTE 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, last week 

both family and friends of the late Otto 
Kerner gathered at Arlington National 
Cemetery to pay their last respects to 
the former Illinois Governor. 

The service was a fitting tribute to a 
man who had served his country and his 
State as a distinguished military ofiicer 
and public servant. 

The service underscored the fact that 
throughout his life Otto Kerner was a 
public man. His father served as Attor
ney General of illinois and as a judge 
on the U.S. Court of Appeals. Like his 
father, Otto Kerner chose a career in law 
and went on to serve as a Cook County 
judge and a U.S. attorney. 

Otto Kerner is best remembered for 
his service as Governor of Illinois. As 
chief executive of Dlinois, he was a 
champion of equality and compassion 
for all citizens. He gained national prom
inence as Chairman of the National Ad
visory Committee on Civil Disorders. The 
committee's report, commonly referred 
to as the Kerner report, placed much of 
the blame for civil disorders in our cities 
on longstanding discrimination. 

There was an overwhelming element of 
tragedy in Otto Kerner's life. The great 
contributions of his public career were 
marred by a mistake in judgment. 

As the former Governor himself said, 
a person's reputation is more valuable 
than life itelf. To the end Otto Kerner 
fought to clear his name. 

Our society seeks to apply the princi
pies of law and justice without regard 
to power or position. Otto Kerner was 
committed to those principles and sought 
throughout his ordeal to act within their 
bounds. 

It is my earnest hope that Otto Ker
ner will always be remembered for his 
good deeds. Many of his accomplish
ments as Governor of Dlinois, such as 
his efforts on behalf of the mentally ill, 
are the most appropriate monuments to 
his career. I know many Illinoisans join 
me in the hope that Otto Kerner's out
standing contributions to his fellow citi
zens will be the keystone of his public 
memory. 

We join also in extending our deep
est sympathy to his family. Above all else, 
it is love of family that fills our lives with 
joy and sustains us in times of trouble. 
Otto Kerner was a devoted son, husband, 
and father who shared abundant joy and 
sustenance with those he held most dear. 
I was gratified to hear directly from 
otto Kerner shortly before his passing 
that he had derived comfort from the 
devotion and faith of his mother, daugh
ter, son, other family members and 
friends. 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF POSITION 
ON VOTES 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, because 
of longstanding commitments which re-

quired my presence in Alaska this past 
weekend, I was not able to attend the 
sessions of the Senate on Thursday and 
Friday of last week and Monday of this 
week. I would like the RECORD to indi
cate how I would have voted had I been 
here: 

MILrrARY CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZATION 

Rollcall No. 182, Tower amendment 
to military construction bill, "nay." 

Rollcall No. 183, military construc
tion authorization bill <H.R. 12384), 
"yea." 

MILITARY PROCUREMENT AUTHORIZATIONS 

Rollcall No. 184, McGovern amendment 
tc- bar use of funds for B-1, "nay." 

Rollcall No. 185, Culver amendment to 
delay funds for B-1, "nay." 

Rollcall No. 186, Dole amendment on 
reserve manpower ceiling, "yea." 

CHILD CARE AND SOCIAL SERVICES 

Rollcall No. 187, Curtis amendment de
leting added funding, "nay." 

Rollcall No. 188, child care and social 
services bill, final passage H.R. 12455, 
"yea." 

SPRINGER NOMINATION 

Rollcall No. 189, nomination of William 
Springer to Federal Election Commission, 
"yea." 

BYINGTON NOMINATION 

Rollcall No. 190, nomination of S. 
John Byington to Consumer Product 
Safety Commission, "yea." 

FINDINGS OF THE UNIVERSITY 
OF KENTUCKY TOBACCO AND 
HEALTH RESEARCH INSTITUTE 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, on 
tomorrow, May 27, the Subcommittee on 
Public Health of the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare will resume its hear
ings on S. 2902 introduced by the Sen
ator from Colorado (Mr. HART) and the 
Senator from Massachusetts <Mr. KEN
NEDY). As I see it, the bill has no virtue. 
Congress by legislative fiat would decide 
a highly complex scientific riddle and 
scientists would be freed to go on to 
spending Government funds to resolve 
the very question Congress will have al
ready answered-namely, that cigarettes 
cause disease. 

The smoking and health controversy 
is centuries old and today millions are 
being spent in research by Government 
and industry to get real answers, as dis
tinguished from conjectures. My own 
State of Kentucky supports a tobacco 
research program which has the respect 
and regard of the entire scientific com
munity. The areas of research into the 
smoking and health controversy are too 
numerous almost for comprehension. 
However, in the May 24 issue of the 
Louisville Courier Journal there is an 
article outlining some of the avenues 
being explored by the University of Ken
tucky Tobacco and Health Research In
stitute. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
article be printed in the RECORD. Its con
tents are quite appropriate to contra
vene the unscientific presumptions on 
which S. 2902 is p1·edicated. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

RESEARCH SUGGESTS SMOKING MAY POSE 
HAzARD TO ONLY A FEW 

(By Phil Norman) 
Researchers at the University of Kentucky 

have found evidence suggesting that ciga
rettes pose a major health hazard for only 
a relatively small number of "high risk" 
sm.okers. 

And the researchers are experimenting with 
a new blood test that might identify "high 
risk" smokers, who could be warned of their 
vulnerability to lung cancer and possible 
other diseases associated with smoking. 

Recent tests on hundreds of individuals 
have tended. to support the "high risk" 
theory, Dr. John J. Hutton, a UK medical 
professor who is conducting the experiments 
under a grant from the UK Tobacco and 
Health Research Institute, said in a recent 
interview. 

The theory is being pursued, also, by other 
research groups across the country, Hutton 
said. He said the combined effort could lead 
to conclusive findings within two or three 
years. 

Hutton said the researchers already have 
found important differences in Individual re
actions to cigarette smoke. 

He explained that the body produces 
enzymes that break up harmful chemicals in 
the smoke. But, he said, the process tends to 
create new and even more dangerous chemi
cals, including some associated with lung 
cancer. 

By performing smoke tests on certain blood 
cells, Hutton said, his group has found a 
"wide variation" in the rate at which the 
potentially harmful chemicals are produced 
in healthy individuals. 

A high-risk smoker would be one who pro
duces large amounts of the dangerous chemi
cals. If such an individual smoked one pack 
of cigarettes a day, Hutton explained, he 
might be "the equivalent of a five-pack-a
day smoker." 

More sophisticated studies are needed to 
"sew up" the apparent connection between 
the smoke-related chemicals and the inci
dence of lung cancer, Hutton said. 

Still, his are am.ong the most tangible and 
optimistic findings to emerge from tobacco
and-health research in Kentucky. 

Since its founding in 1970, the institute at 
UK has administered. most of that research. 
Through last month, the institute had re
ceived. a total of $17.9 million from a special 
tax of one-half cent on each pack of ciga
rettes sold in the state. 

In the simplest terms, the institute's job 
is to help get to the bottom of the health 
controversy that threatens the state's to
bacco economy. About 140,000 Kentucky 
farmers have been receiving more than $400 
million a year from burley tobacco, a major 
ingredient in cigarettes. 

The job of identifying and removing any 
harmful elements in cigarettes is turning out 
to be immensely complicated, however. 

Researchers point out that a cigarette con
tains about 1,000 chemical substances, which 
are turned into about 5,000 compounds in the 
form of smoke, which undergoes still more 
chemical change in the body. To further 
obscure the problem, many of the ~hemicals 
can be found somewhere else in the environ
ment. 

Laboratory research has shown that 
cigarette smoke does contain groups of 
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chemicals identified with lung cancer or 
associated to some degree with heart and 
other disorders. Yet, it remains to be clin
ically demonstrated that any substance in 
the smoke actually causes a specific disease 
in humans. 

Because the problem is so poorly defined, 
the institute has been unable to concentrate 
on any single line of research, according to its 
director, Dr. John P. Wyatt. Rather, it has 
awarded grants for scores of highly special
ized projects, whose very definitions repre
sent a linguistic puzzle to most agricultural 
leaders trying to keep track of the institute's 
progress. 

Many of the projects are suggested by 
individual researchers, scientists at UK and 
the University of Louisville, who are trying to 
fill gaps in work being done in other parts 
of the country. 

Under its latest budget, the institute is sup
porting 46 projects, including a continuation 
of Hutton's "high risk" expetlments. (The 
"high risk" project is receiving $65,944 one 
of the larger grants in the budget.) In addi- -
t!on, the institute provides many res:)arch
support services, which will be concentrated 
in a $4 million center being built by the 
institute on the UK campus. 

The slow pace of the work has been 
frustrating to the state's agricultural in
terests and to UK plant geneticists who hope 
to develop safer strains of burley. 

G. w. stokes, associate dean of the UK 
College of Agriculture, said that UK re
searchers have been able to change the 
chemistry of burley. But he said they Will 
be "shooting in the dark" until they are 
given more specific information on what to 
"breed out" of the plants. 

one of the UK researchers, Dr. Glenn B. 
Collins, said that dramatic reductions have 
been made in the nicotine levels of experi
mental burley plants. But he said the latest 
trend is toward the development of plants 
with relatively high nicotine and low tar 
levels. 

CollinS said that cigarette companies could 
use their own technology to further reduce 
the tars while retaining adequate levels of 
nicotine. The current thlnking of some sci
entists 1s that people tend to smoke more 
cigarettes when nicotine levels are too low. 

UK researchers are in the early stages of 
the effort to reduce tars, which have been as
sociated more closely with the health prob
lem than has nicotine. They are moving also 
toward the reduction of nitrogen, thought to 
be a key element ln the health puzzle, and 
some other suspect chemicals in tobacco 
plants. 

Despite the handicaps, researchers seem to 
agree, gradual progress is being made in the 
drive for a safer cigarette. In a recent report 
on the institute's work, Wyatt listed these 
and other promising research projects: 

An effort to develop the chemistry for a 
highly selective, chemically active cigarette 
filter. 

This innovation is ready for a costly devel
opment process at the manufacturing level, 
according to Dr. George A. Digenis, who beads 
the project. But he said no company has 
picked up the idea. 

Dlgenis said the research has demonstrated 
a way to remove selected combinations of 
harmful chemicals from cigarettes. Cur
rently, he said, the researchers are working 
on the possibillty of adding :flavor to ciga
rettes as part of the filtration process. 

Cigarette "putr profiles" compiled at U of L 
by Dr. William Anderson. One of the fl.ndings 
was that the harder a smoker puffs on a ciga
rette, the more carbon monoxlde be takes 
into his blood stream. Researchers say this 
process could be harmful over a long period. 

Efforts being made at U of L to determine 
the effects of smoking on human cells ·that 
act to immunize the body against disease. 

Cancer research by several investigators, 
including Dr. Katherine Sydnor a.t UK. One 
of her experiments has shown that certain 
tumor-producing agents in cigarette tars 
"can be identified and, in the interest of a 
safer cigarette, removed," according to Wyatt. 

Work being done with UK's .. Isolated lung" 
system, whlch utilizes mechanically operated 
animal lung to study the effects of cigarette 
smoke on that part of the body. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 68, TO AMEND 
RULEXVID 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I would 
like t o take this opportunity to comment 
upon the discussion which has developed 
over Senate Resolution 68, the resolution 
to amend rule XVIII recently reported 
by the Ru1es Committee. The resolution 
has been criticized as an attempt to pro
vide the Senate with a "gag rule." As a 
principal sponsor of the original resolu
tion, I can state most tmequivocably that 
it is not. 

Early during the first session of this 
94th Congress, our distinguished col
league and my good friend from Rhode 
Island, Senator PASTORE, seven other co
sponsors, and I introduced Senate Res
olution 68. At that time, Senator PASTORE, 
who I know has long been deeply con
cerned about this problem, and I said 
that too often the Senate finds itself em
broiled in issues, to quote Shakespeare, 
"full of sound and fury and signifying 
nothing.'' Nongermane amendments are 
debated heatedly for days, delaying the 
Senate, and then summarily dismissed in 
conference with the House of Repre
sentatives because of its rules for deal
ing with nongermaneness. 

Mr. President, we know, too, that par
tic.ularly during the close of a session. a 
mad rush ensues to :find seemingly any 
legislative vehicle for amending, irre
spective of whether the bill and the 
amendment bear any reiationship what
soever. I want to cut back on these 
Christmas Tree amendments that clutter 
up too much Senate legislation. I believe 
many would agree that this practice is 
often sheer demagoguery and political 
posturing that does nothing but delay 
the business of the Senate. 

We therefore proposed a rules change 
which would permit the Senate, upon a 
two-thirds majority vote, to require that 
all amendments subsequently considered 
be to the point of the business at hand. 
In introducing our resolution, we said 
that we considered the matter important 
enough to ask the Rules Committee to 
examine it, and we welcome its thoughts 
and the improvements its members 
might wish to make. The committee has 
acknowledged our request, amended the 
resolution, and now reported it to the 
full Senate for its consideration. 

. The resolution we proPOse would 
amend rule XVIII to permit considera
tion of a motion to limit further debate 
on a bill or resolution only to those 
amendments germane to that legislation, 
unless the ~endment were otiered by 
the committee reporting the bill. 

I would emphasize, however, that ger
maneness would be required only when 
two-thirds of those Members present and 
voting so approved. That two-third's re
quirement has been the test for obtaining 

cloture under rule XXII for most of its 
history in this ·body, and I do not have 
to remind my colleagues how difficult it 
has been to obtain. Our proposal would 
not restrict any Senator's right to de
bate an issue but would merely allow a 
two-thirds majority of the Senate to in
sist following its adoption, that subse
quent amendments be germane to the 
pending business. 

Once the germaneness requirement 
were invoked, Mr. President, no limita
tion would be imposed upon the number 
of amendments which could then be iil
troduced, considered, and passed. The 
Senate would only have agreed that their 
content be germane to the business at 
hand. 

Just last year, we were embroiled for 
many long weeks in a most important 
debate on how we might more properly 
limit the ability of a minority to prevent 
the Senate from completing action upon 
a matter before us. Proponents of that 
change, of which I was one, argued that 
the Senate must have the ability to deal 
effectively with the problems before it 
and the means for bringing those often 
difficult matters to a resolution through 
a vote. The American people had the 
right to expect that we were more than 
a debating society. 

The dilemma, of course, was balancing 
the need to protect the right of a minor
ity to express its reservations about a 
given measure, a right which this body 
has always cherished, with that other 
need to have an issue brought to a vote 
and resolved. A judicious compromise 
honoring both those needs was found, 
and I believe the change we propose to 
rule XVIII provides for a similar bal
ancing. A Member wou1d have the right 
to propose any amendment and have it 
debated, but our proposed ru1es change 
would permit the Senate to decide that it 
must stick to the business at hand, once 
a two-thlrds majority had so decided. 

Germaneness is already required in 
certain situations. Under paragraph 4 of 
rule XVI, amendments to general appro
priations bills must be germane. When 
cloture is invoked under rule XXII, 
amendments must be germane. Under 
some unanimous-consent agreements, 
amendments must be germane. 

In short, we are proposing a modifica
tion of rule XVIII to permit a Member to 
file a motion to limit subsequent debate 
only to amendments which are germane 
to the matter before the Senate. Such 
limitation would be imposed, however, 
only when two thirds of the Senate bas 
so agreed. I believe that to be a respon
sible reform which will help this body to 
be more effective and which has adequate 
assw·ance to prevent its abuse. I am 
hopeful that the Senate will concur. 

LOvV RISK LEVEL IN NUCLEAR 
OPERATIONS 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, along with 
a myriad of Presidential primaries which 
will culminate in California on June 8, 
will be a 1·eferendum on whether or not 
to continue nuclear power development 
in that State. The issue is couched in 
tenns relating to the "safety of nuclear 
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power," rather than in the traditional 
nuclear-anti-nuclear schemata. 

A number of conscientiously concerned 
citizens are questioning the likelihood or 
unlikelihood of a major nuclear accident. 
Perhaps, the surest indication of what 
the American record has been, and is 
likely to continue to be, is a report re
cently released by America's insurance 
industry. These are the people and the 
companies who would bear the brunt of 
financial liability if massive economic or 
personal harm were to occur. 

Forbes magazine in its June 1 issue 
references the latest report of the nuclear 
insurance industry and summarizes the 
success the insurance industry has had 
in this area. Mr. President, in order that 
the public might be more fully informed 
regarding the low level of risks that ac
company nuclear operations, I ask unan
imous consent that the Forbes article be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
INSURANCE EXPERIENCE INDICATES THAT Nu

CLEAR Is ONE OF THE SAFEST INDUSTRIES ON 
EARTH 

California voters will say yes or no to nu
clear energy June 8. The proposition they're 
voting on was drafted by the antinuclear 
forces with a certain amount of cynicism. rt 
does not ask the voters whether they do or 
do not want nuclear power. It asks them, 
among other things, to require the power 
companies to assume unllm1ted llabllity for 
their plants. Unlimited? Why, yes. Suppose 
a whole city went up in a mushroom cloud? 

The idea is ridiculous, of course. The odds 
of an accident involving even 100 fatalities 
are about one in every 1 million plant-years. 
But the proposition has a reasonable sound 
to it: If the utllltles are so sure, why don't 
they buy unllmlted insurance? 

The answer, of course, is that there is no 
such thing as "unllmlted" insurance. What 
the "antinukes" really want is to outlaw nu
clear power plants in California--only they 
lack the courage and the confidence to put 
such a proposition on the ballot. 

The whole argument on the need for "un-
11mlted" insurance ignores the experience of 
the insurance industry itself, which shows 
that nuclear energy has been a very safe bet. 

Property and casualty insurers have had 
underwriting losses on just about every other 
line of business they're in the past few 
years. In nuclear energy-by sharp contrast-
they have made nice profits for 20 years, col
lecting over seven times as much in 
premiums as they've paid out In claims. The 
Government also sells insurance to some nu
clear facilities, and has never had to pay a 
penny. 

Nuclear business has proved so good, in 
fact, that insurance companies are looking to 
expand in it. "Nuclear facilities and their 
suppliers have had exceptionally good experi
ence," says Warren Levy of the Insurance 
Information Institute. "No one ever has been 
injured because of a nuclear accident at a 
power plant and only a few isolated incidents 
have occurred among suppliers." 

The numbers look like this. On the lia
bility side, insurance companies have col
lected $74 million in premiums since Con
gress authorized nuclear power plants in 
1954. They have paid out only $570,562 in 
claims and claim expenses. On the property 
side, where the companies provide "all risk" 
insurance (insuring the nuclear facllity for 
everything, not just nuclear-related losses), 
the companies have collected $117 milllon 
and paid out under $26 mUllan. 

The difference between premium income 
and loss expenses isn't all profit. The com-

panies maintain nuclear engineering staffs 
to inspect facilities, and they have sales and 
administrative expenses. But so much of it 
is pure gravy that almost ten years ago the 
companies began thinking up ways to reduce 
premiums without actually cutting rates. 

On the liability side, they started a pre
mium refund program. Seventy percent of 
the premiums collected in any given year 
are held in a reserve for losses. Ten years 
later some percentage of that reserve is re
funded, depending on loss experience. Last 
year the entire 70%, or $1.5 million of the 
total collected in 1965, went back to cus
tomers. In total, the companies have re
funded about $8 million. In addition, last 
year the companies did reduce rates 20% 
on liabllity insurance over $100 million. 

On the property side of the business, insur
ance companies have developed a more ex
tensive rate reduction program. Each year 
they determine on the basis of the previous 
20 years' loss experience a "rate modification 
factor." In 1972, the first year of the pro
gram, rates were reduced by 7.7%. In 1975 
they were cut 24.1 %. This year they will be 
reduced. 29.5%. 

COMING AROUND SLOWLY 

It is true that insurance companies have 
not always been eager to be involved. "It used 
to be almost a patriotic gesture," says Burt 
Proom, general manager of NEL-PIA, the 
stock companies' nuclear insurance pool. In 
1957, when the need for insurance began to 
develop, no one knew how great the risk was. 

The fact that there were no plants posed 
another problem. The idea of insurance, of 
course, is to collect premiums from the many 
to cover the losses of the few. But in 1957 
there were only a few plants in the planning 
stages, so the insurance companies had to 
scratch hard to find a formula they could 
live with. 

The companies did what they have done 
before in slmllar situation-as when they 
have to insure airplanes. They formed pools. 
Instead of spreading the risk among the in
sured, they spread it among themselves. 

In 1957 the industry determined it could 
provide $60 milllon in Uability insurance per 
plant and $60 milllon in property Insurance, 
the most It had ever provided for a single 
risk. 

Because Congress was encouraging private 
industry to develop nuclear energy, it de
cided by means of the Price-Anderson Act to 
sell utilities additional liability insurance to 
bring the total available up to $560 million, 
an arbitrary figure. And it limited the utili
ties' liability to that amount. 

Since then the Insurance industry has 
steadily increased the amount of insurance 
it provides-for both liability and property 
insurance. Today it provides $125 million in 
liability and $175 million in property insur
ance to customers. In the meantime, the 
Federal Government has reduced its share 
accordingly. 

Whatever happens in California June 8-
or in the courts thereafter--changes are 
coming to the nuclear Insurance business. 
The Price-Anderson Act, which was due to 
expire in 1977, was extended last December 
and revised in such a manner that the Fed
eral Government's role will slowly end. Be
ginning next year, in the event of a loss that 
exceeds the amount available from the pools, 
the utilities themselves will provide $2 mil
lion to $5 million per reactor in retrospective 
premiums. When the number of reactors in
creases to the point where available retro
spective premiums combined with insurance 
available from the pools equals or exceeds 
$560 million, the Federal Government will be 
out entirely. 

That the nuclear safety record has been so 
good is no guarantee, of course, that it will 
always be thus. But then neither is the safety 
record of the airlines or of fire protection 
guaranteed. Who is to say that ten fully 
747s couldn't crash In a single day? Or San 

Francisco fall victim to another earthquake? 
Insurance, after all, is meant to protect 
against the probable, not against the theo
retically possible. 

MORE THOUGHTS ON SPENDING 
REFORM 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, in the 
May 22 issue of the Nation, Richard 
Leone, State treasurer of New Jersey, 
has presented a thoughtful argument 
in support of the so-called "sunset" bill 
which was approved by the Subcommit
tee on Intergovernmental Relations on 
May 13 and is now pending before the 
full Government Operations Committee. 

Earlier this spring, Treasurer Leone 
testified before the subcommittee on this 
legislation-S. 2925, the Government 
Economy and Spending Reform Act of 
1976-introduced by Senators RoTH, 
GLENN, BELLMON, and myself. His testi
mony at that time was most persuasive 
and so I am delighted to have the bene
fit of his additional insights on the 
"sunset" concept and on zero base budg
eting, as presented in the Nation article. 

Because of Mr. Leone's direct exper
ience with zero base budgeting, and be
cause of the large number of cosponsors 
S. 2925 now has in the Senate, I would 
like to share Mr. Leone's thoughts on 
this subject with my colleagues today. 
In patricular, I would like to call atten
tion to two observations which I find es
pecially interesting. 

First, Mr. Leone notes that the zero 
base approach tends to reveal just what 
the constituency is for every program. 
This is important in the democratic sys
tem. Programs ought to have a consti
tuency or they are probably not worth 
continuing. There is probably nothing 
better than the discussion of total dis
mantling as a short cut to finding out 
who supports a program, how much im
portance they place on its continuance, 
and what those people have in terms of 
alternatives. 

A second advantage of tl1e zero base 
approach, notes Mr. Leone, is that it 
"allows policymakers to deal more Effec
tively with the question of equity in 
spending public tax dollars. We fre
quently look at equity in terms of how 
money is raised-that is, who pays how 
much. But there are also arguments of 
equity in terms of how the money is 
spent. In New Jersey, for example, it 
costs us about $500 in State money to 
provide the rail subsidy for each rail 
commuter. Few of the latter group think 
of themselves as equivalent to 'people 
on welfare' but they cost us about as 
much. (Zero base) analysis makes it 
easier to determine who gets hurt and 
who gets helped by budget decisions." 

S. 2925 does not require the implemen
tation of zero base budgeting per se, as it 
was adopted in New Jersey's budgeting 
process. The bill does require, however, 
that the executive branch and the Con
gress review the consequences of elimi
nating individual programs and activi
t~es. as well as of funding them at below 
current levels, and so I think that Mr. 
Leone's comments are quite relevant to 
the upcoming debate on this legislation. 

I ask unanimous consent that 
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Treasurer Leone's article, entitled "How 
to Ride Herd on the Budget," be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THE "SUNSET PROPOSAL"-How TO RIDE HERD 

ON THE BUDGET 

(By Richard C. Leone) 
TRENTON.-Until recently, progressives 

viewed Congress as the enemy of change. 
Much was made of the "stranglehold" of an
cient conservative committee chairmen and 
of the coalition between Republicans and 
Southern Democrats. The Congress proceeded 
slowly, if at all, and opportunities to delay 
or kill a program far outweighed the pros
pects for enactment. A liberal like Joseph 
Clark, then a Senator, called the national 
legislature "the sapless branch." 

But for more than a decade now, the 
progressives have been dominant in Congress. 
Sometimes in partnership with the execu
tive, but now more often against Presidentia.l 
wishes, the Congress has been enacting and 
funding hundreds of progressive domestic 
programs. They have set before the people 
and the state and local governments, a $60 
billlon smorgasbord of grants-in-aid and re
lated programs-up from $12 billion for this 
portion of the budget in 1966. 

Much of what has been done has had a 
good effect; nearly all of it is well inten
tioned. But with power, sooner or later comes 
accountability, and these liberal successes 
have now spawned doubts, even among lib
erals, about the wisdom of all this spending. 

A good many people who not long ago 
would have opposed anything that made it 
easier to kill a program in Congress, have 
come to believe that we should take a fresh 
look at the more than 1,500 domestic spend
ing programs, and find new ways to evaluate 
the defense and foreign affairs portion of 
the budget. 

A symbol of this changing attitude is a bill 
now before the Congress, sponsored by Sen. 
Edmund Muskle (D., Maine) and supported 
by members of both parties, the so-called 
"Sunset Proposal." (The name originated 
with a proposal backed by Common cause in 
Colorado.) 

In effect, the blll would create new Con
gressional opportunities to kill programs, 
and it would also subject programs to close 
reView and critique from within the govern
ment itself. The essence of the proposal is 
that nearly all federal programs should ex
pire after four years, unless re-enacted by 
the Congress after thorough consideration 
by both the executive and the legislative 
branches. The blll also establishes a zero
base budgeting system for the federal gov
ernment, similar to that currently in use in 
several states, including New Jersey. 

The notion is that all federal programs, 
with the exception of some of the mandated 
expenditures, would be grouped into four 
categories: 

(1) National Defense, International Affairs, 
Genet·al Sciences and Law Enforcement and 
Justice. 

(2) Agriculture, Commerce and Transpor
tation, Community and Regional Develop
ment, all Education, Public Assistance and 
other income supplements (public housing 
only). 

(3) National Resources, Environment, and 
Energy, Health, Income Security (except pub
lic housing), and Veterans' Benefits and 
Services. 

(4) Training and employment, other labor 
servi~es, Social Services, General Government 
and Revenue Sharing and General Purpose 
Fiscal Assistance. 

Each year, the spending authority for pro
grams in one of the categories would expire, 
unless individually re-enacted after the re
view process. During the year preceding 
scheduled expiration the programs would be 

analyzed by the Office of Management and 
Budget, the Congressional Budget Office, and 
the General Accounting Office. 

There is little doubt that the major pub
He debate of the next decade will focus on 
seeking a solution to the increasing costs of 
government programs, given the limits of 
available resources. These limits may soon 
become "real" in economic terms; perhaps 
even more important, they are already ap
parent in political terms. It is evident that, 
whatever the real economic constraints on 
government spending, we are at or very near 
the limit of the public's will to see a larger 
and larger share of national income spent in 
the public sector. 

The Democratic Governors, who are get
ting so much attention for espousing this 
view, have not all abandoned liberal prin
ciples, nor have they given up the fight to 
reverse the trends of decay and urban blight 
in their cities. What they have been forced 
to do is recognize that there are limits to 
what their governments can do about these 
problems. This recognition, sooner or later, 
will have to come also at the federal level. 

I draw a distinction between those office
holders who perceive their jobs-and popu
larity-as deriving from asking interesting 
questions about spending, rather than an
swering such questions. Governing, as I un
derstand it, involves meeting problems-but 
given the inevitable llmlts on time and re
sources (:financial and political) it also in
volves choosing among both competing de
mands for action and alternative responses 
to problems. And, already short of money, 
many urban governors and mayors under
stand, as Hugh Carey puts it, that the days 
of wine and roses are over. In New Jersey, in 
1975, Governor Byrne noted, "There has been, 
perhaps, a touch of mindlessness in the 
steady increase in public expenditures. A pe
riod of fasting may be a good thing for state 
government. . . !' 

There is a need in such times to heighten 
the "tension" in the process by which fed
eral programs are developed. The !..>reed re
examination aspect of the Sunset blll does 
just that, and is a sensible antidote to the 
way we have had it in the last ten years. 
Zero-base budgeting may help as well. 

From the standpoint of policy makers, the 
budget process must be judged ultimately 
by how well it helps them to evaluate and 
compare competing demands-and thus to 
make choices. In fact, given scarce resources, 
an effective process should appear to force 
choices. Too often these choices are masked 
by routine or are only vaguely perceived be
cause of the sheer complexity of large public 
budgets. 

The zero-base approach moves policy mak
ers away from the traditional "incremental" 
approach to budgeting by requiring every 
agency, in effect, to construct its budget 
from 0 to 100 per cent or beyond of current 
appropriations. At least theoretically, Con
gress and the President will then be able to 
review options for each governmental activ
ity at various spending levels. 

This approach also tends to reveal just 
what the constituency is for every program. 
This is important in the democratic system. 
Programs ought to have a constituency or 
they are probably not worth continuing. 
There is probably nothing better than the 
discussion of total dismantlement as a short 
cut to finding out who supports a program, 
how much importance they place on its con
tinuance, and what those people have in 
terms of alternatives. 

The zero-base approach also allows policy 
makers to deal more effectively with the 
question of equity in spending public tax 
dollars. We frequently look at equity in 
terms of how money is raised-that is, who 
pays how much. But there are also argu
ments of equity in terms of how the money 
is spent. 

In New Jersey, for example, it costs us 
about $500 in st ate money per Medicaid re-

clpient. It also costs us about $500 in state 
money to provide the rail subsidy for each 
rail commuter. Few of the latter group think 
of themselves as equivalent to "people on 
welfare" but they cost us ubout as much. 
This type of analysis makes it easier to de
termine who gets hurt and who gets helped 
by budget decisions. 

The zero-base approach is not without its 
disadvantages. It is hard to measure output 
in government, even harder to judge the val
ue to society of output, and it is difficult to 
judge what you really buy at di1ferent levels 
of expenditures. Obviously, such an approach 
cannot be applied across the board to every 
governmental agency. Little will be accom
plished by haVing the federal prison system 
prepare a zero budget, since it is not at pres
ent a realistic option to close prisons and 
release inmates. It may be an option, under 
severe fisca.l pressures, to reduce particular 
programs within the prison system. 

Despite the disadvantages, the zero-base 
approach probably is superior to other ways 
of cutting a budget--especially to "across 
the board" cuts of a given percentage, which 
assumes that, no matter how scarce the re
sources, every program maintains its same 
level of importance. Zero-base budgeting, in
deed common sense, tells us that it is not so. 
Organlzlng a budget is not just an exercise 
in arithmetic. Some parts of a state budget, 
for example, pension payments, may grow at 
a mandated and very high rate. Others in
crease because of change in conditions or 
federal policy. 

Whether the zero-base approach would 
succeed, should it be adopted by the federal 
government, is open to question. In New 
Jersey, it has had a measure of success be
cause the state has a constitutional require
ment to maintain a balanced budget and has 
faced two years of marginal revenue growth 
and rapidly growing needs, particularly in 
three areas: Medicaid, Publlc Assistance and 
educational support for local school districts. 
Ultimately, the need to meet a target for 
budget cuts was more of a force in weeding 
out unneeded spending than any procedural 
change in budgeting. 

The federal analogy with this process can
not be exact because of the crucial role fed
eral spending pollcies play 1n the nationaJ 
economy, but the requirements of the new 
Federal Budget Act may be one way for 
Congress to force itself to meet budget tar
gets. Another way would be to require agen
cies which propose spending increases in 
some of their programs to suggest offsetting 
cuts in other programs they administer. 

In the end, when dealing with scarce re
sources and marginal dollars, all you can do 
is try to look at how many people are going 
to be affected and to what extent. In doing 
so, you may reveal what the extra dollars 
mean. 

There is no magic in any budgeting system. 
The zero-base approach is better than others 
but it cannot be a substitute, nor should 1t 
be, for the political process which determines 
budget outcomes. I suspect that as the com
petition for scarce public dollars intensifies, 
the purely "polltlca.l" aspects of the process 
will become an even more important deter
minant of the way we spend publlc dollars. 

The Sunset Proposal can force clear choices 
on the legislative and executive branches; it 
may help to stop the process of spreading 
money around. maintaining programs indef
initely and never facing up to the need to 
abandon failed activities. 

There remains a nagging doubt, however. 
that because of the size and persistence of 
some of our social problems, it Is unrealistic 
to test and perhaps abandon programs after 
three or four years. The political process 
tends to leaven attempts to concentrate re
sources and solve very deep human prob
lems. Because of this tendency toward super
ficial and slow-moVing programmatic activ
ity, it may be that even after a few years' 
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experience with a program only a few of its 
options will have been tested. There is no 
1·eason why a good program analysis cannot 
point out that this is the case -and urge the 
continuation of a program and perhaps con
centration of resources. 

Reassurance on this point is important if 
y.ou believe, for example, that some of our key 
problems--education {)f the underprivileged, 
redevelopment of central cities, etc.-require 
a specially concentrated and tenacious ap
proach. 

But fina11y, one shouldn't worry much that 
programs will be judged too harshly or ct.tr
tailed prematurely. There is no evidence that 
the present system is working to meet social 
problems efficiently, or even providing the 
kind of framework in which it w11l be more 
likely that decisions to deal with those prob
lems wfll be ma-de. Euthan'8.sia for fatled or 
falling programs may, in the long run, en
able us to breed a set of federal responses to 
our most urgent human needs which have 
the strength and focus actually to make a 
difference. 

THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY OF 
THE SYNAGOGUE COUNCIL OF 
AMERICA 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I had the 

great good fortune of attending the cere
mony which Vice President RoCKEFELLER 
addressed on May 23, 1976, in Newport, 
R.L. honoring the 50th anniversary of 
the Synagogue Council of America. The 
ceremony fittingly took pla-ee in beautiful 
Touro Synagogue, the oldest synagogue 
in the United States and long identified 
together with Rhode Islan.d as a sYmbol 
of religious freedom. In fact, Rhode 
Island was founded in this tradition by 
Roger Williams and through the years 
since our State has lived up to it. Touro 
Synagogue was the recipient of a letter 
from George Washington in which he 
said. c'To bigotry no sanction, to persecu
tion no assistance.'• 

Touro Synagogue, too, was the site 
where Vice President RocKEFELLER de
livered a very moving and excellent 
speech which touched the hearts of those 
who listened. I ask unanimous consent 
that it be printed in the REcoRD. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
TEr.r OP REMA:RKS BY THE VICE PRESIDENT 

Ambassador Llnowttz, Senator Pell, Chair
man Burns, Rabbi Lookstein, Babbi Sieg
man, Rabbi Lewis, Rabbi Rabinowitz, I thank 
you for the privilege of allowing me to par
ticipate in this important gathering, which 
is one of the high points of the Bicentennla.l 
celebration. To stand in the simple beauty 
of this historic temple 1s to return to the 
very roots of our nation. Indeed, there was 
a Touro Synagogue before there was a 
United States of America. 

And Jewish families llved and worshipped 
h'ere in Rhode Island for over a century be
fore the synagogue was completed. They 
chose Rhode Island with good reason-be
cause the founders of this colony had guar
anteed freedom of religion. Those early Jew
ish settlers made a decision shared by so 
many millions of immigrants of all faiths 
who arrived on these shores over the past 
two centuries. Their loyalty was to the new 
land, whlle, at the same time, they d~ter
mined to remain firm in their religious 
beliefs. 

Nowhere has our Nation's co:rnmltment to 
religious and personal liberty been voiced 
more eloquently than in the letter which 
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George Washington wrote to the congrega
tion of Touro Synagogue, "'To bigotry no 
sanction," Washington proclaimed, "to per
secution no .assistance." 

This freedom which our forefathers sought 
in the ntew world benefited both the people 
who found it and the land which extended 
it. For not only did the openness of Alneri
can society o:ffer opportunity for new life 
to the poor, the opp1·essed and the perse
cuted, but those who came here-and their 
children after them-gave new life to this 
Nation. As it says in the dreams of the He
brew prophets, we have been enriched by 
th~ gathering of the exiles from all over the 
world. 

The Jewish experience in America is a par
ticularly vivid illustration of opportunity 
for the lndlvldual being tra.IlEla.ted into bet
terment for alL We could ll{)t subtract the 
Jewish contribution !rom American life. 
without impoverishing our science, our lit
erature, our art, our commerce, our law, in
deed, without vastly dlminfshtng America. 
The Jewish contribution to the American 
experience is beyond cslculation--and out of 
au proportion to the numbers of Jewish 
Americans involved. 

Today, I would like to discuss the Ameri
can moral heritage which created this en
vironment for individual fulfll.llnent which 
led in turn, to our nation's unmatched 
achievement. The spiritual and religious 
forces which Inspired our founding fathers, 
shaped life in America from its very begin
nings. These forces inspired the Declaration 
of Independence and the Constitution o! the 
United States. 

And, most important of all, these spiritual 
and religious f<>roes have continued to shape 
the American character to this day, a char
acter dominated by such qualities as respect 
for the dignity of the individual. kindness, 
generosity, neighborliness, equality of op
portunity, equality before the law, a restless 
energy, a willingness to take risks, and faith, 
hope and love. The contributions of America 
to religious freedom are as monumental as 
its contributions to political liberty and to 
economic freedom. 

Settled by people of many faiths-Church 
o! England, Catholics, Presbyterians, Bap
tists, Jews, Huguenots, Quakers and many 
others, Americans through trial and experi
ence developed not alone an understanding, 
but a mutual respect of one faith for an
other. And it is this framework of diversity 
within unity~! people of so many faiths
which has been the greatest source of Amer
ica's strength and vitality. 

Life for our forebear.s tn early America was 
rugged. In this testing environment, there 
developed a belief not alone in individual 
rights but an equally firm conviction of 
individual responsibility. Survival depended 
upon individuals shouldering their respon
sibilities fully as much as asserting their am
bitions and employing their energies 1n their 
own ways. The individual was held respon
sible for his aetions. He was expected to con
tribute to the community. 

In young America and in the struggling 
communities behind It, people's moral and 
religious assertions were judged by their per
formance. For his acts, th"& individual was 
deemed answerable to himself, to his God 
and to his community. He could take no ref
uge in blaming others or In blaming society 
for his actions. He expected to suffer the con
sequences of his own behavior. Thls is the 
unique essence of American life and char
acter. 

Today, the basic principles of Am.erica's 
founding and its growth-its dedication to 
human dignity and the spiritual nature of 
man, its trust in free individuals taking re
sponsibility for their actions-are being seri
ously challenged. Totalitarian socialist socie
ties have develGped which ignore the con
cept of man as a spiritual human being. They 

repress personal liberty and they forbid 
religious freedom. They deny individual eco
nomic freedom. 

In the present world, centrally-controlled. 
Marxist power is on the march through{mt 
the world, supported by subversion, so-called 
wars of liberation and growing mllitary 
power. Unfortunately, in this period, we have 
seen some striking failures of moral example 
both in public and private life here at home. 
This can be dangerous. Uncorrected, lt can 
weaken the moral fiber of our society. 

There ls a growing tendency in our times 
to excuse immoral conduct because we think 
we understand the forces that produced it. 
One suspects there is a connection between 
this kind of thlnklng and the movement 
away from the basic American tenet of in
dividual responsibility for one's life and ac
tions. 

Every society in the history of man has 
had its strengths and Us weaknesses. But no 
society can endure !or long by allowing 
criminals to escape the penalty for their 
crimes by reference to some vague theory 
or concept of a collective guilt, or personal 
stress, or because it is alleged that "every
one does it." 

It is time for all of us, as individual Amer
ican citizens, each in the discharge of our 
several responsibilities, to reamrm the basic 
concepts that a man's moral and rellgious 
assertions are judged by his performance, 
that he is answerable for his acts to himself, 
to his God and to his community. For only 
in this way are we going to preserve our free 
society, its values, Its opportunities. its bless
ings. Each of us, as an individual American 
must return to the basic concepts or individ
ual responsibility for our own acts upon 
which this society was founded. 

Your faith, the teachings of Judaism. 1s 
based on a moral vision of mankind~n a 
reverence for individual uniqueness and in
dividual dignity. Judaism teaches, too. that 
individua1 dignity and freedom must be ac
companied by an acceptance of moral re
sponsib111ty on the part of the individual. 
These convictions are so much in keeping 
with the moral philosophy o! our Nation's 
founding fathers that it is hardly surprising 
that Jewish Americans have made such an 
enormous contribution to America's emer
gence as the greatest, freest Nation on Earth. 

America is grateful for your spiritual herit
age and f<>r those priceless contributions 
which you have made through two centuries 
of American na.tionhood. What those who 
worshipped here in Touro Synagogue heard 
in 1776, what all Americans heard 1n that 
fateful year still rings with relevance today. 

'I'b.e men of the Revolution declared their 
commitment to human dignity in these un
forgettable words: "With a firm reliance on 
the Protection or divine Providence we mu
tually pledge to each other our llves, our 
fortunes and our sacred honor!' Dare we do 
less today? I think not. 

THE PUZZLES OF THE 1976 
CAMPAIGN 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, the cur
rent races for the Presidential nomina
tions in both the Republican and Demo
cratic Parties underscore the wisdom of 
the observation made nearly 30 years 
ago by Winston Churchill in a speech to 
Parliament: 

Many forms of government have been 
tried, and will be tried in this world of sin 
and woe ... no one pretends that democracy 
is perfect or all-wise. Indeed, it has been 
said that democracy is the worst form of 
government, except all those other forms 
that have been tried fro.m time to time. 

The 1976 primaries have fielded an un
precedented number of Presidential can-



15602 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE May 26, 1976 

didates. Almost weekly there have been 
surprises and upsets as candidates alter
nately switch positions as front runners 
and underdogs. Because the races for the 
Presidential nomination in both parties 
will probably not be decided until the 
national conventions this summer, we 
can look forward to even more unpre
dictable developments in the primaries 
and State conventions that remain. 

The mood of the national electorate is 
especially hard to read this year. In fact, 
the so-called anti-Washington mood 
that seems to be so strong this year ap
pears to be an antiprediction mood as 
well. The voters are telling the politi
cians and the pundits that all bets are 
off. 

Another phenomenon marks this elec
tion campaign. Both parties seem to be 
in a contest to see who can lose the elec
tion. On the Republican side, the debate 
over various foreign and domestic poli
cies is providing ammunition for use by 
the opposition in the general election 
campaign. And on the Democratic side, 
party skepticism about the front runner 
has certainly planted doubts in the pub
lic's mind. 

In spite of this strange twist on the 
art of campaigning, the fact remains 
that in the end the system will serve us 
well. As Churchill remarked, the system 
may not be perfect or all-wise, but it 
works far better than any other system 
that has been tried. 

James Reston captured the trend in 
the current campaign in an article 
headlined "How To Lose the Election," 
which appeared in the May 23 edition of 
the New York Times. I ask unanimous 
consent that the article be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 

How To LOSE THE ELECTION 
(By James Reston) 

PRINCETON, N.J., May 22.-Tb.e Presidential 
campaign seems to be turning into a test 
of which party has the best formula for 
losing the election, and on this negative 
proposition, the Republicans are ahead, but 
not by much. 

Their problem of how to divide the G.O.P. 
and minimize their chances of winning was 
not easy. They were weak in the Congress 
and the state governments, but they had the 
Presidency, a rising economy, and peace-
not a bad foundation. 

No young Republicans had appeared to 
challenge the conservative policy of the 
party. All middle-aged doubters like Senator 
Mack Mathias of Maryland, and old progres
sives like Nelson Rockefeller, had been dis
carded, leaving President Ford and Governor 
Reagan, two men in their 60's, who agree 
on most things except ambition. 

Mr. Reagan's strategy has been to chal
lenge the only strengths the Republicans 
have left. He has attacked the President, 
questioned the peace and the recovering 
economy, and raised issues about Mr. Ford's 
defense budget and Panama policy. This has 
unified Mr. Rockefeller and Barry Goldwater, 
of all people, against him. Nobody since 
George McGovern in 1972 has come up with 
a better plan for helping the opposition. 

The Democrats have not quite been able 
to match this suicidal strategy, but they're 
trying and may even be catching up. They 
are, they say, the innovators in American 
political life, the party of reform that has 
dominated our politics for most of the last 
fifty years, and the party of the young that 
welcomes new ideas and candidates. 

This election campaign supports at least 
part of their claim. Out of the state capita~s 
and the Congress, where they have large 
majorities, they have come up with new men, 
even if most of them are spouting old con
servative Republican ideas. 

It is a bewildering Democratic cast of 
characters, running from George Wallace 
and Lloyd Bentsen, through Fritz Mondale, 
Birch Bayh, Frank Church, Jerry Brown, then 
Scoop Jackson, to Mo Udall, Hubert Hum
phrey and old-time populists like Fred 
Harris and dreaming poets like Gene Mc
Carthy on the left, with the accidents of life 
like Teddy Kennedy on the side. All this is 
confusing, but the Democrats are at least 
alive and diverse, and kicking for change. 

So much so that they don't quite know 
what to do with it, and like the Republi
cans, they could blow their chances. Jimmy 
Carter has knocked the political and labor 
elders of the Democratic Party off balance. 
He has swept most of the primaries. He gives 
promise to restoring the South to the party, 
and by his moralistic and even religious ap
proach to politics cuts across the Republi
can hope of creating a "new silent majority" 
in the North, but something about him holds 
the Democratic leaders back. 

They say they want something new, but 
complain that the "new" is not familiar. 
Carter has entered more primaries, fought 
more state battles, visited more newspaper 
and network offices, answered more ques
tions, and been more specific than Ford, 
Reagan and most of his Democratic oppo
nents, but still he lost in Maryland to Jerry 
Brown, who is the fuzziest newcomer. 

The next few weeks until the end of the 
California primary in early June are not 
likely to resolve the dilemmas of either party. 
Most of the state tests are in the West, where 
Messrs. Ford and Carter are at a geograph
ical disadvantage against their opponents, 
so in the end nobody may have a decisive ma
jority and the issue will have to be settled 
after all in private talks for the uncom
mitted delegates. 

In the Republican Party, most of the un
committeds will probably go to the President, 
with the support of both Goldwater and 
Rockefeller, on the ground that the Presi
dency, peace, and the rising economy are 
their best hope for victory in November. 

In the Democratic Party, the issue will be 
more complicated. For the Democratic power 
centers really favor a Humphrey-Carter ticket 
in the belief that Humphrey would be a bet
ter President and could hold the North, 
while Carter as the Vice-Presidential nom
inee could hold at least part of the South 
and cut across Republican strength in the 
"Bible Belt" of the Middle West. 

Mr. Ford and Mr. Carter, however, are still 
likely to take it all, even if they lose some of 
the primaries in the next few weeks. Both 
parties need them and their supporters, if 
they are not to throw away the election. 

For the moment it is not clear how either 
party can unify itself and win, but it is 
fairly clear how both could split apart and 
lose. Reagan and Ford are cutting one an
other up and providing the Democrats with 
yards of TV tum that can be used against 
them in the autumn. 

Meanwhile the more Carter wins, the more 
the old Democratic "regulars" try to stop him 
and replace him with the old guard. Maybe 
they'll all close ranks after the conventions, 
but by then, Ford, Reagan, Carter, Brown 
and Humphrey are all likely to look a little 
weak and tarnished. It's a funny way to 
"win" an election, but both sides almost 
seem determined to throw it all away. 

TEMPE, ARIZ., URGED AS LOCATION 
FOR SOLAR ENERGY RESEARCH 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, a 

very few areas in this country have the 
necessary prerequisite to serve as the 

Nation's solar energy research center. By 
this I mean areas that have almost maxi
mum uninterrupted sunshine and are 
located near excellent research facilities 
of an academic nature 

One such location is in Tempe, Ariz., 
which is situated in close proximity to 
the Arizona. State Univerity and its ex
cellent research facilities. Because of this, 
the City Council of Mesa, Ariz., has 
adopted a resolution urging the Arizona 
congressional delegation to take all pos
sible action to assure approval of the 
Tempe location. I ask unanimous consent 
to have this resolution printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

RESOLUTION No. 4068 
A resolution of the City Council of the city 

of Mesa, Maricopa County, Arizona, en
dorsing the site in Tempe for the Solar 
Energy Research Center 
Be it resolved by the City Council of the 

city of Mesa, Maricopa County, Arizona, as 
follows: 

Section. 1: That the City Council of the 
City of Mesa does hereby approve and en
dorse the site in Tempe proposed by the State 
of Arizona for the national sola.'r energy re
search center; that this site is ideally situated 
by being in close proximity to Arizona State 
University with its excellent research facili
ties, and with the capability of providing 
such additional research facilities and re
search manpower as may be necessary, and 
because it is in an area which receives the 
nearly maximum uninterrupted solar energy. 

Section 2: That the City Council of the 
City of Mesa does further hereby urge our 
Congressional delegation and the Legislature 
of the State of Arizona to take all possible 
action to assure that a solar energy research 
center will be located in this area. 

Section 3: That copies of this resolution 
be furnished to the Congressional delegation 
and to members of the state Senate and 
House of Representatives. 

Passed and adopted by the Mayor and City 
Council of the City of Mesa, Maricopa 
County, Arizona, this 17th day of May, 1976. 

QUORUM CALL 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR-H.R. 
12438 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Douglas Racine 
of my stat! be accorded the privilege of 
the floor during the debate and voting on 
the military procurement bill today. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
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I ask unanimous consent that the order 
ior the quorum. eall be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem· 
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

RECESS UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
stand in recess until the hour of 9:30 
a.m. today. · 

There being no objection, the Sen
ate, at 9:17a.m., recessed until 9:30a.m., 
whereupon the Senate reassembled when 
called to order by the Acting President 
pro tempore (Mr. METcALF). 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO
PRIATIONS AUTHORIZATION ACT, 
1977 
'Ihe ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, the Sen
ate will now proceed to the consideration 
of H.R. 12438, which will be stated by 
title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows~ 

A bill {H..R. 12438) to authorize appro
priations dartng the fiseal year 1977, for 
procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval ves
sels, tracked comb.at vehicles, torpedoes. and 
other weapons, and research, development. 
test and evaluation 1'or the Armed Forces, 
and to prescribe the authorized personnel 
strength for each active duty component 
and of the Selected Reserve of each Deserve 
component of the Armed Forces and of 
civilian personnel of the Department of De
fense, and to authorize the military training 
student loads and for other purposes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The pending amendment is No. 
1662, proposed by the Senator from 
Colorado <Mr. GARY HART), on which 
there is not to exceed 30 minutes of de
bate, to be equally divided between and 
controlled by the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. GARY HART> and the Senator from 
MississiPpi (Mr. STENNIS • 

The yeas and nays have been ordered 
on this amendment. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. GARY HART. I yield. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 

ask that Mr. Old, of my staff, have the 
privilege oi the fioor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GARY HART. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Peter Gold and 
Thomas Moore, of my staff, have the 
privilege of the floor during the consid
eration of and the vote on this amend· 
ment. 

The ACTL.'TG PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Will Hall, of 
my stafi. have the privilege of the fioor 
during the consideration of and· vote on 
this amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

How much time does the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. GARY HART. The Senator irom 
Colorado yields himself a-s much time as 
he may need under the ordeT. 

Mr. .Pxesident, a parliamentary in
quiry. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. GARY HART. Under the previous 
order, it is necessary actually to call up 
my amendment? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

On page 15, line 4, strike out "$6,196,-
300,000" and insert ln lieu the.reof "$6,076,-
300,000". 

Mr. GARY HART. Mr. President, the 
issue before us this morning is $120 mil
lio-n which the Committee on Armed 
Services has added to the military pro
curement bill by a vote of 9 to 6: Money 
that the Pentagon did not request and 
which the Air Force has said that it does 
not need. This $120 million is intended 
to purchase an additional 24 A-7D air
craft ior the Air National Guard. 

Mr. President, the record that was be
fore the Committee on Armed Services 
clearly shows that the Defense Depart
ment does not want this airplane. 

General CUrrie, testifying before the 
House Armed Services Committee, said 
that the PUrchase of this airplane will 
not in any way imProve the quality of the 
aircraft avallable to the National Guard. 

The iact is that this procurement of 
24 additional aircraft, wm only result 
in either breaking the budget celling of 
the Defense Department budget to 
which we have already agreed, or in cut
ting into the procurement of other nee· 
essary weapons SYstems, troop levels, or 
base commitments for construction. 

The fact is that the purchase of these 
aircraft will not hasten in any way what
soever the modernization of the Air Na
tional Guard. The Air Force already has 
a planned modernization program for 
the National Guard which, will com
pletely replace the F-100 as the A-lO's, 
F-15~s, and F-16's become available for 
the regular force by 1979, the earliest 
A-ID's could become available for the 
National Guard. 

The net effect of this amendment, 
frankly, is once more to use, in a classic 
way. the Defense procurement policies of 
this country as a public works Pl'Oject, to 
keep people working or to increase the 
workload of existing Defense contractors 
in pat'ticular States. The Air National 
Guard will not benefit from this pro· 
gram. They will get their modernized 
planes by fiscal 1979 and 1980 without 
this expenditure, and p1·ocuring these 
planes at an additional cost to the tax
payer of $120 million and with possible 
euts in other important procurement pol
icies-will not help the National Guard 
or anyone else, except the Defense con
tractors. 

We will hear this morning that it has 
been the policy in the past for the Penta
gon to slight the National Guard and to 
give them the tail end of every bit of 
equipment; and that the purpose of this 
proposal put forward by the Armed Serv
ices Committee really is to beef up the 
National Guard and to make them as 
important as they should be; but that is 
not the issue before us. 

I do not think any of ·us would quarrel 
with the general policy of beefing up the 
National-Guard, making them important, 
and preparing them to deal with the best 
equipment available in case they have to 
fill a gap in our national defenses in the 
future. That is not the issue this morn
ing, even though I am sure it will be 
argued, as it was in the Armed Services 
Committee. 

This issue is whether we are going to 
force upon the Defense Department $120 
million worth of airplanes that they say 
they do not need and which will not 
hasten in any way the buildup in the 
capabilities of the National Guard. 

Mr. President. I would like to quote for 
the benefit of my colleagues from a fact 
sheet that the Air For-ce has made avail
able to the Armed Services Committee: 

Additional A-7D·s aTe not required by the 
Air Force. 

That should be in the RECORD. 
I would also like to point out the state

ment mada by General CUrrie in whlch 
he detailed the effect of iorcing the pro
curement of these additional24 aircraft 
on the Defense Department. 

Then what would we do with the very 
capable ah·craft coming out of the Active 
Force that are being especially mod.lfied, 
the F-4's and A-'1's 1hat are going to go 
to the Reserves? Certainly we would not 
want to take our latest F--4D~s and F-
4E's and put them in the bone yard by 
having purchased A-7's ior the Guard 
and Reserve. 

In other words, if we go ahead with 
this procurement request by the Armed 
Services Committee, the net effect will 
be to make some very valuable airplanes 
that are being programed in a moderni
zation program for the Guard obsolete. 
particularly the F-4D's. We do not need 
to do that. 

The military experts in this area, have 
a modernization policy. and they have 
laid out that policy. We cannot affect 
that program except to give them some 
planes they do not want and say they 
do not need, at a -cost to the taxpayer of 
$120 million. This expenditure is totally 
worthless and unnecessary. 

General Currie said before the House 
Armed Services Committee: 

But if the committee should, or the Con
gress should, provide A-7's to the Guard 
or Reserve by next year the committee 
shoUld also take into account, the delivery 
time of those weapons system. Two years 
after we have an appropriations bill and are 
ready to go on contract, those aircraft would 
be available. So therefore we are talking in 
the order of 1979 before those aircraft would 
be available. By that time, should the rest 
of our procurement requests before the Con
gress come about 1n the area of A-10, F-15, 
and F-16, we would essentially have com
pleted our modernization program for the 
fighter force in the Reserve. The F-100 wontd 
be out. 

In other words the F-lOO's will be 
phased out before the :first of these addi
tional planes could become available. 

I also point out that in a recent edi
tion of Aviation Week and Space Tech
nology, dated May 24, 1976, there is the 
following language: 

Navy and USAF also have se.rlous p.roblems 
with the TF41 engine in the A-7, and the 
services have jointly agreed on some fixes to 
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try to solve them. Both are testing the engine 
by using partial engine cycling developed by 
USAF's Aeronautical Systems Div. 

In an eight-month period in 1975, nine 
A-7s were lost, with the majority related to 
engine failures. 

. The fact is that the engine on this 
plane is having trouble. The fact is that 
the Pentagon and the Air Force do not 
want this plane. The fact is that it will 
in no way help modernize the Air Na
tional Guard, a policy with which I think 
we are all in agreement. The fact is that 
all we will accomplish will be to cut into 
the muscle of the defense budget with a 
request that is totally unnecessary, for 
the sole purpose of providing some jobs 
in public works projects for specific areas 
of this country. This is not the way for 
Congress to exercise its responsibility 
over defense contract procurement. 

Mr. President, with that, I reserve the 
remainder of my time and yield the fioor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Who yields time? 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may control 
the time in the absence of the distin
guished chairman of the committee. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr President, I think 
most Members of this body share an ap
preciation for the budgetary constraints 
that are imposed on each of the services 
in planning and allocating funds in the 
annual submission of the Defense budget. 
Each of us on the Committee on Armed 
Services is aware of the priorities on 
which that budget is based-priorities 
which generally afford just and fitting 
emphasis to the procurement of aircraft, 
weapons systems, and other equipment 
for the first-line units of our Active 
Forces. It has been my experience on the 
committee that on occasion, however, in
sufficient priority is given by DOD to the 
equipping of our Guard and Reserve 
Forces with the quality of equipment 
which ought to be provided-indeed, the 
type of equipment our men and women 
who serve in these units have the right to 
expect if they are to remain ready to 
perform their mission when called 

Time and again, we are faced with 
evidence of Guard and Reserve units 
which are inadequately or improperly 
equipped, which are nonetheless unable 
to obtain a sUfficient priority for their 
needs in order to have an adequate pro
gram approved up through the layers of 
budget analysts in the parent services, 
the Department of Defense, and the 
Office of Management and Budget 

In the past, it has been Congress-not 
the services, not the Department of De
fense, but Congress-who has recognized 
many of these neglected needs and re
sponded with the support necessary to 
keep our Guard and Reserves equipped 
and maintained as they should be. I am 
sorry to report to my colleagu~s that 
this year is in several respects no dif
ferent--no different at all. 

In the proposed budget for the next 
fiscal year, the Department of Defense 
1·equested a cut of nearly 50 percent in 
the Naval Reserve personnel strength. 
Our committee, following the recom
mendations of its Subcommittee on Man-

power and Personnel, so ably chaired by 
the Senator from Georgia, approved the 
addition of 27,500 personnel above the 
level requested in the budget in order 
to avoid what we considered a potentially 
serious degradation in the capabilities of 
our Naval Reserve Force. I add here that 
we were indeed pleased to note that some 
progress is being made this year in meet
ing our long-standing concern for hav
ing the Naval Reserve provided with ad
ditional ships of varying types. 

The committee report contains lan
guage which further urges the Navy to 
transfer even more ships of certain types 
to its Reserve Forces. 

Similar evidence of the lQw-budget 
priority assigned to Guard and Reserve 
programs may be found in the recom
mended reduction by half in required 
drills for units of the National Guard. 
In keeping with its support for increased 
reliance on the Guard and Reserve with
in the total Force, the committee disap
proved this proposal, even though this 
action enta,ils authorizing $15 million 
not requested in the President's budget. 

The issue at hand addressed by this 
amendment is the adequacy of DOD's 
plans to provide for the modernization 
of the Air National Guard. Again, as has 
been the case in the past, it is my view 
that Congress must take an initiative 
where the Defense Department has 
failed to do so. The existing official mod
ernization program carries with it a host 
of assumptions keyed to the simultane
ous modernization and expansion of 
regular Air Force tactical air units. 

That we are today reliant on 20-year
old, obsolete F-100's and outdated F-
105's for over 70 percent of our Air Na
tional Guard tactical aircraft is itself a 
fact which raises serious questions as to 
the wisdom of our past priorities and 
the dedication of DOD analysts to the 
readiness of the Air Guard. 

I point out to my colleagues that under 
the current DOD modernization plan for 
the Guard, the overall aircraft force 
level will decline by 5~roughtly three 
squadrons worth of aircraft--from that 
planned for next year to that projected 
for fiscal 1979. From fiscal 1977 to 1!}80, 
we will see an even further drawdown in 
aircraft strength by an additional 12. 
This plan, I would add, assumes no de
lay whatsoever in the delivery of 936 new 
aircraft planned for the Air Force be
tween now and 1981-deliveries permit
ting the resultant hand-me-downs given 
to the Guard. Critically, if there is any 
slippage in projected delivery sched
ules-and if past experience is any 
gage, there indeed will be-and if for
eign sales to Israel retard, as is likely, 
the transfer of F-4's to the Guard, the 
cun·ent Air Guard modernization plan 
will be stret.ched out significantly from 
1979-81. The resultant shortfall would 
be acutely felt in the air-to-ground at
tack mission assigned to A-7's and A-
10's. The additional 24 A-7D's recom
mended by the Committee on Armed 
Services would commence delivery in the 
last half of 1978 and would permit the 
much-needed stability and continuiity 
.in the Air Guard modernization plan. 

The National Guard Association of the 
United States has put together a com-

prehensive study on Air Guard modern
ization, which, in its conclusion, recom
mends that Congress continue its vital 
support and leadership in the modern
ization program. Many of my colleagues 
in the Senate received copies of this 
study, along with letters from State ad
jutants general urging continued pro
curement of aircraft for the Air National 
Guard. 

In summary, I simply ask my col
leagues to face the facts before us. I can 
appreciate the position of the Depart
ment of Defense in supporting only those 
items contained in the President's 
budget. This is the case with any altera
tion made to the Defense budget without 
their request and approval. I recognize 
also the record of the Department of De
fense in setting inadequate budget pri
orities for the Guard and Reserves, as 
was this year the case, in my view, for 
the Naval Reserve strength, the National 
Guard drill levels, and the support for 
the Air National Guard modernization 
plan. 

The committee has given a very com
prehensive review to this entire bill, 
making significant reductions in some 
areas and a few additions in others 
where we disagree with the Defense De
partment's budget priorities. If we are 
to be serious in our support of the total 
force policy, we cannot fail to take the 
initiatives required to provide the Guard 
and Reserves with the modern equipment 
they need to do the job. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
committee's recommendations on this 
matter and defeat the amendment sup
ported and offered by the Senator from 
Colorado. 

I rese.rve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Will the Senator 

yield? 
Mr. TOWER. I yield 5 minutes to the 

Senator from Arizona. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, the 

Senator from Colorado has made a very 
eloquent and very understanding presen
tation of his position and, if I had not 
had so much experience with the Air Na
tional Guard and the Rese.rve, I would be 
strongly inclined to agree with him, but, 
as good as the Air Force has been about 
the Air National Guard, they are not all 
that good. For example, the Air Force has 
a plan to modernize the Air National 
Guard that is contingent upon current 
programs going as planned. These plans 
include the procurement of 749 F-15's, 
650 F-16's, and 743 A-10's. If the cur
rent plans are modified in the out years 
by funding restrictions, quantity reduc
tions, or technological problems on any 
of these programs, the modernization 
plan will obviously suffer. 

Mr. President, we know that plans can 
be changed in this body almost--! would 
not say willy-nilly, but at the desire of a 
few against the advice of those men who 
know what they are doing, the people in 
the Pentagon and its subdivisions. 

The Air National Guard today is 
equipped with the F-100. The first Air 
Force 100 was :flown before 1957. The air
plane was fiown back in the early 1950's. 
The F-4, which is to replace the F-100 
was first :flown in 1957, although it was 
a Navy aircraft at that time. 
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We have the A-37, only 36 of those. It 

has very limited combat potential. As 
to the old F-105, we have 85 left of 
those, and it is 15 to 20 years old. 

So, Mr. President, while the A-7 may 
not seem like the ideal aircraft for Air 
National Guard units assigned to Air De
fense Command, nevertheless, it is a jet 
aircraft; it is not an expensive aircraft; 
and it can keep the units with their 
hands in, so to speak, so that they can 
move into a more modern aircraft with
out any great degree of trouble. 

The engine difficulty that the Senator 
from Colorado mentioned has been cor
rected. The TF-41 engine is a derivative 
of the Rolls Royce Spey engine and is 
built by the Detroit Diesel Allison Divi
sion of General Motors, under license 
from Rolls Royce. 

The engine, as originally built by Alli
son, performed to its specified thrust 
limits and had a 600- to 700-hour time 
between inspections. In order to simpli
fy design, reduce production costs, and 
increase required inspection time up to 
1,000 hours, turbine blades and the tur
bine and compressor inlet guide vanes 
were redesigned. This redesign was not 
sufiiciently tested prior to installation in 
production engines and as a result, ex
cessive local heat was experienced with
in the engine, which caused turbine blade 
and guide vane failure after in any
where from 200 to 300 hours of operating 
time. 

I might tell the Senate, Mr. President, 
that the F-100 engine is experiencing 
the same problems. It is not exactly the 
same as the engine I have described. 
Keeping the F-100 :flying is now a major 
operation. The combat crew training sta
tion of the Air National Guard is lo
cated at Tucson, Ariz., and the aircraft 
availability down there is far below the 
acceptability rate. This is a squadron 
that is recognized for its great proficien
cy in maintaining aircraft. The engines 
are just getting old. 

I might say something I have said 
time and again on this :floor: the United 
States of America is lagging behind in 
jet engine development. I think it is in
cumbent on this body to appropriate the 
proper amount of money next year and 
get into research and development so 
that we do not have airframes sitting 
around waiting for engines. We have very 
few engines :flying today that are up to 
the task. I should like to see this coun
try regain its position as No. 1 engine 
developer and producer in the world. 

Mr. President, I support the amount of 
money that has been put in the budget, 
even though the Air Force did not re
quest it. This is not the first time that 
the Pentagon has not requested things 
that they have received, nor would it be 
the first time that the Pentagon has 
asked for things that we did n0t give 
them. We sort of held back on the B-1 
the other day, one of the most important 
aircraft developments in the history of 
this country. Although I am sure that 
will be changed, nevertheless, this body 
took what I consider to be the wrong 
step. 

This proposal was supported by a vote 
of 9 to 6 in the full committee. Its total 
purpose was to support the moderniza-

tion of the Air National Guard by actions 
not by words. The total force concept, if 
it is to be valid, means the Air National 
Guard must have modern equipment. 
The A-7, Mr. President, is probably one 
of the finest aircraft :flying. It has one of 
the best fire control systems ever placed 
on any of our combat aircraft. The nice 
thing about it all is the price of the air
craft has stayed relatively close to the 
original concept of price when we first 
talked about it, and I hope that my col
leagues will recognize that the total force 
concept, so far as modernization, in
cludes the Air National Guard. 

With that in mind, I hope they will de
feat the amendment of the Senator from 
Colorado. 

Mr. GARY HART. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Georgia on my time. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I have great 
respect for the Senator from Arizona 
and the tremendous work he has done 
on the Air National Guard. The same is 
said for my colleague from Texas, but 
I will have to agree with the Senator 
from Colorado on this particular amend
ment. 

Mr. President, I am opposed to au
thorizing funds for 24 additional A-7D 
aircraft. Neither the Air Force nor the 
Department of Defense has requested 
such funds. It is dimcult enough to de· 
termine the relative merits of the air
craft the Air Force does want without 
foisting upon the Air Force planes that 
it does not want. 

The argument that the A-7D add-on 
will accelerate modernization of the Air 
National Guard simply does not survive 
exposure to the facts. There is no ques
tion that the 400 obsolescent F-lOOs now 
in the Guard should be phased out as 
soon as possible. We all agree on that: 
However, if 24 A-7D aircraft are added 
to the fiscal year 1977 authorization bill 
and subsequently funded by the appro
priations act, production could not pos
sibly be initiated before October 1, 1976. 
Although the airframes might be pro
duced in 18 months, the engines would 
take 2 years. Thus, the first A-7Ds could 
be delivered to the Guard no earlier tha-n 
October 1978--the start of fiscal 1979. 

Yet, Air Force Chief of Staff David C. 
Jones and Brig. Gen. James B. currie 
have testified before the House Armed 
Services Committee that, under present 
programs, an F-100's will be eliminated 
from the Guard by 1979. That is under 
the presently funded program. This goal 
will be attained by the production rate 
of 9 F-15ts per month for the interven
ing 30 months, for a total of 270 F-15's 
by October 1, 1978, and by delivery of 
133 A-10's by the same date. Two F-16's 
also will be available to the Air Force. 
As each of these planes enters the active 
inventory, an ~ F-4, A-7D, or A-10 will
have been transferred to the Air Na
tional Guard. Thus, these 405 planes will 
;liquidate all the F-lOO's now in the 
Guard inventory. 

Mr. President, I believe that the con
straints upon our defense spending are 
severe enough without imposing upon 
our military services programs which 
they neither want nor need. 

Surely $120 million in this case could 

be spent on a higher priority program. I 
support the Senator from Colorado's 
amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. The Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may I 
have 1 minute? This is an item voted in 
by the committee. It is the only item of 
any money amount at all that was not 
in the budget. I am supporting the com
mittee on it for this reason: Everyone 
agrees that the F-4's are on their way 
out. EVeryone agrees that something 
more should be done for the Air National 
Guard and Reserve, and I think we can 
help them more by giving them modern 
weapons than we can by just increasing 
the number over and over the number 
of personnel they are allowed. So for that 
reason I am going to vote against the 
Senator's amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Who yields time? 

Mr. GARY HART. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Georgia for his 
statement. We have heard a great deal 
in recent weeks about the judgment of 
the former Secretary of Defense, Mr. 
Schlesinger, and about what he has to 
say about our falling behind the Soviet 
Union. 

I would point out to my colleagues, 
particularly those who are opposing this 
amendment, that in his posture testi
mony in February of 1974 before both 
the House and Senate committees, for
mer Secretary of Defense Schlesinget· 
stated that part of the problem he had 
as Secretary of Defense was that the 
Congress thrust money on the Pentagon 
that it did not want, and he specifically 
cited as insta-c.ces of the A-7 aircraft. 

If we are going to take the judgment 
of people like Mr. Schlesinger as to what 
the future of this country's national se
curity and defenses should be, I think 
we ought to take all of it and not just 
part of it. He stated that it was con
gressional actions of this typ~. the 
forcing of pet projects and programs on 
the ~fense Department, that resulted 
in the kind of budget-busting that 
ultimately weakens national security in
stead of a strengthening it. 

The undisputed facts lead to the con
clusion that this will not accelerate the 
modernization of the Air National Guard, 
and will not increase the national secu
t·ity of this country. About all this meas
ure might do is provide some jobs for a 
few defense contractors. But even the 
principal prime contractor in the A-7 
procurement continues to make aircraft 
and to have production lines for foreign 
sales anyway, so even that minor effect 
might not happen. 

The facts of the matter are that the 
Air Force has testified against this 
procurement, that this is $120 million of 
taxpayers' money that is not needed, and 
that this will not have the effect that 
its proponents say that it will. 

Even though this passed the Armed 
Services Committee by a vote of 9 to 6, 
a relatively close vote, it is not too late 
to strike this additional unnecessary 
procurement and to save the taxpayers 
some money. 

That is the issue before the Senate 
here this morning. 
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I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I very 

much dispute the Senator from Colorado. 
I think this is necessary to hasten the 
modernization of the Guard. and the 
Guard thinks so. 

What he is doing is using the argu
ment advanced by the people who plan
ned the modernization in the first place. 
Obviously they are not going to say their 
plan is faulty. 

Again I want to say that Congress has 
always taken the initiative in beefing up 
the Reserves, as we have with the NaVY, 
and the drill period for the Army Na
tional Guard, and we are doing a little 
bit of the same here. They are wrong 
about this not hastening the moderniza
tion of the Guard. 

To begin with, all F-ls are being 
phased out with the addition of some 
new A-7's plus older F-4's and A-7's 
transferred from regular Air Force units; 
the 48 A-37's would begin to be replaced 
by 36 new A-lO's; and in sum, 312 mod
ern aircraft would have replaced 480 
obsolete aircraft, hardly an even ex
change for the Guard. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. All the time of the opponents has 
expired. The Senator from Colorado has 
1 minute. 

Mr. GARY HART. Mr. President, as I 
stated already the issue before the Sen
ate is not whether the National Guard 
will be able to fulfill its mission, or 
wheher it will quickly get the most mod
em equipment available. The Air Force, 
the Pentagon and the Defense Depart
ment have all testified that they have a 
progran:. for modernization, and that 
that program already provides F-4's and 
A-lO's for the National Guard at the 
earliest possible date. 

Spending $120 million this morning 
will not accelerate that program 1 min
ute. The engine on this plane is hav
ing trouble. We will do nothing but waste 
$120 million if we vote for this procure
ment. I urge Senators to support my 
amendment. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I would 
like to join those members of the com
mittee who oppose the amendment of
fered by our colleague from Colorado. 

The Armed Services Committee has 
this year acknowledged that the Air Na
tional Guard's aircraft should be up
graded. The 24 A-7D's which it has au
thorized will advance the Guard's overall 
modernization program and will hasten 
the retirement of its obsolete F-lOO's and 
A-37's. These 24 attack aircraft, which 
comprise an entire squadron, will im
prove both its training capability and the 
ability to meet its mission in the event of 
mobilization. 

I am aware that the Department of the 
Air Force did not originally request these 
planes. I know that it has tried to keep its 
budget request in line, but I know, too, 
that providing for the needs of the Air 
National Guard is one of its lesser priori
ties. In authorizing these 24 A-7D's, the 
committee has taken the initiative for 
meeting the needs of the Air Guard, and 
I believe that it has exercised good judg
ment in doing so. 

One of the most attractive features of 
the A-7D is its price. At approximately 
$4.7 million a piece, it is one of the less 

costly aircraft now being acquired for our 
defense arsenal. The deletion of the 24 
eraft authorized by the committee could 
well result in the closing of an A-7D 
producti~:m line and, accordingly, higher 
unit costs for its sister plane, the A-7E, 
which the Navy is currently obtaining. 

Mr. President, the A-7D is widely re
garded as an excellent aircraft. I believe 
the committee has acted wisely in au
thorizing the procurement of 24 of them 
for the Air National Guard, an action 
which will significantly upgrade the 
Guard's capability and help restrain the 
costs of the craft being obtained by the 
Navy. 

I would, therefore, urge rejection of the 
Senator's amendment and hope that the 
committee's action is reaffirmed. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I oppose 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Colorado <Mr. HART), which would de
lete the funds to buy 24 A-7D's for the 
Air National Guard. I believe it is im
perative that we have a Guard which is 
combat-capable, equipped with mQdern 
weaponry, and supported in a meaning
ful way by the Defense Department and 
by the Congress. Providing 24 A-7D's spe
cifically for the Air National Guard will 
further these ends. 

The Senator from Colorado is correct 
in his statement that these airplanes 
were not in the original budget request. 
However, I would point out to my col
leagues that this is not the first time that 
the Congress has seer. tit to step in and 
provide equipment to support the Na
tional Guard. 

Also the Senator from Colorado is cor
rect in a technical sense that present 
planning figur-es show the F-100's now in 
the Guard being replaced by more mod
em planes, transfen-ed from the Active 
Duty Forces, by the 1979 time frame. 
However, this plan is just a plan, and it 
is dependent on the production of all of 
the new airplanes now intended for fiscal 
years 1977, 1978, and 1979 being funded 
and built according to the current sched
ule, and this rarely happens without 
subsequent revisions. Also the Air Guard 
will still be flying A-37's and F-105's into 
the early 1980's, and these, too, must be 
replaced with more modem weaponry. 

Therefore, I believe that these 24 A-
7D's in this bill will provide a mu..;!l 
needed acceleration to the modernization 
progra m for the Air National Guard, and 
I urge the defeat of the amendment. 

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the amendment of the dis
tinguished junior Senator from Colorado 
<Mr. GARY HART) which would delete the 
24 A-7D aircraft from the Military Pro
curement bill. 

I think there are several basic reasons 
why we should not purchase these 24 
A-7 aircraft; 

First, the Air Force did not request 
funds for the purchase of any more 
A-7's, in part because they are rapidly 
becoming obsolete. 

Second, the Allison engines which are 
used to power the A-7D's have encoun
tered persistent mechanical problems 
which have, to date, defied satisfactory 
correction. Some sources estimate that 
difficulty ip procuring these engines may 
delay the delivery of these 24 aircraft 
until fiscal year 1980. 

Third, the Air National Guard Units 
will be re-equiped more rapidly if we 
proceed with the purchase of the A-10 
aircraft. The committee has earmarked 
these 24 A-7D's for the modernization 
of the Air National Guard, but such a 
purchase would probably slow down 
rather than accelerate this process. This 
would be especially true if these A-7D's 
are not available until fiscal year 1980. 
In a February 9, 1976, letter to Represent
ative MAJORIE HoLT, a member of the 
House Armed Services Committee, Maj. 
Gen. Edwin Warfield m, the adjutant 
general of Maryland, urged the purchase 
of additional A-10 aircraft. General 
Warfield noted that an expanded A-10 
program would "speed up the moderniza
ton of our Air National Guard tactical 
fighter units, particularly those flying 
the older aircraft such as the F-100's." 

Fourth, we should look at cost of this 
add-on procurement, especially in light 
of the limits placed on the defense bud
get by the President and the first con
current budget resolution. As a member 
of the Senate Budget Committee, I be
lieve that we owe it to the American tax
payer to get the maximum benefit from 
his or her tax dollar. I cannot justify 
spending $120 million on a trouble prone 
weapon system that is nearing the end of 
its useful life expectancy. When you stop 
to think that the House added-on an 
unnecessary purchase of A-6's-totaling 
approximately $130 million-you begin 
to see how we could end up with a bud
get busting Military Procurement bill 
that does not properly address itself to 
the true defense needs of this coun
try. 

Mr. President, I support a strong na
tional defense posture for this country. 
We live in a dangerous and volatile world 
and we canot allow the United States 
to slip into a position of military in
feriority. This is not just rhetoric on my 
part, Mr. President-my voting record 
reflects my deep commitment to the 
maintenance of a strong America. That 
is precisely why I urge my colleagues 
to support this amendment to strike the 
purchase of 24 unneeded A-7D's from 
H.R. 12438. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LEAHY). All time has expired. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
<No. 1662) of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. GARY HART). The yeas and nays 
have been ordered and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 

that the Senator from South Dakota <Mr. 
ABOUREZK), the Senator from Idaho <Mr. 
CHuRCH), the Senator from New Hamp
shire (Mr. DURKIN), the Senator from 
Michigan (Mr. PHILIP HART), the Senator 
from New Mexico <Mr. MONTOYA), the 
Senator from Rhode Island <Mr. PAS
TORE). the Senator from ·illinois <Mr. 
STEVENSON), the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. TALMADGE), the Senator from Cali
fornia <Mr. TuNNEY) , and the Senator 
from Wyoming (Mr. McGEE) are neces
sarily absent. 

I further announc.e that the Senator 
from Montana <Mr . . MANSFIELD), the 
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc
GovERN), the Senator from North Caro-
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lina (Mr. MoRGAN), and the Senator from 
Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL) are absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Wisconsin <Mr. NELSON) is absent at
tending the funeral of Horace W. Wilkie, 
Chief Justice, Wisconsin State supreme 
court. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Rhode Island 
<Mr. PASTORE) and the Senator from 
North Carolina <Mr. MoRGAN) would 
each vote "nay." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER), the 
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. CASE), 
the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. FoNG), 
the Senator from North Carolina <Mr. 
HELMs>, the Senator from Alaska <Mr. 
STEVENs), and the Senator from South 
Carolina <Mr. THuRMOND) are neces
sarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Massachusetts <Mr. BROOKE), the Sena
tor from Oregon <Mr. PACKWOOD), the 
Senator from Kansas (Mr. PEARSON), 
and the Senator from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
HuGH ScoTT) are absent on official busi
ness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from South Carolina 
<Mr. THur.:r.toND) would vote "nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from New 
Jersey <Mr. CAsE) is paired with the 
Senator from Pennsylvania <Mr. HuGH 
ScoTT). If present and voting, the Sena
tor from New Jersey would vote "yea" 
and the Senator from Pennsylvania 
would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 38, 
nays 37, as follows: 

(Rollcall Vote No. 191 Leg.} 
YEAS-38 

Allen Hart, Gary 
Beall Hartke 
Biden Haskell 
Buckley Hatfield 
Bumpers Hathaway 
Byrd, Robert C. Huddleston 
Chiles Humphrey 
Clark Javits 
Cranston Kennedy 
Culver Leahy 
Eagleton Mathias 
Ford Mcintyre 
Glenn Metcalf 

NAY8-37 

Mondale 
Muskie 
Nunn 
Pell 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Ribico1f 
Roth 
Schweiker 
Symington 
Weicker 
Williams 

Bartlett 
Ba.yh 
Bellm on 
Bentsen 
Brock 
Burdick 
Byrd, 

Fannin McClellan 

Harry F., Jr. 
Cannon 
Curtis 
Dole 
Domenicl 
Eastland 

Garn McClure 
Goldwater Moss 
Griffin Percy 
Hansen Scott, 
Hollings William L. 
Hruska Sparkman 
Inouye Stafford 
J ackson Stennis 
Johnston Stone 
Laxalt Taft 
Long Tower 
Magnuson Young 

NOT VOTING-25 
Abourezk Helms . 
Baker Mansfield 
Brooke McGee 
Case McGovern 
Church Montoya 
Durkin Morgan 
Fong Nelson 
Gravel Packwood 
Hart, Philip A. Pastore 

Pearson 
Scott, Hugh 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tunney 

So Mr. GARY HART'S amendment (NO. 
1662) was agreed to. 

Mr. GARY HART. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I· move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May we 
have order in the Chamber? Will Sena
tors cease their conversations? The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the distin
guished Senator from Ohio be recognized 
at this time to call up his amendllient, 
and that upon the disposition of that 
amendment-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May we 
have order in the Chamber? 

The assistant majority leader is ad
dressing the Chamber. The Chair re
quests order in the Chamber. If Senators 
are having conversations we ask that 
they please cease the conversations or 
carry them to the cloak room. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 
Chair. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that upon the disposition of the 
amendment by Mr. GLENN, the distin
guished Senator from Maine (Mr. HATH
AWAY) be recognized to call up his 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the time 
for the quorum call which I shall now 
ask for not be charged against the time 
of the distinguished Senator from Ohio 
(Mr. GLENN). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, i·t is so ordered. 

Mr. JAVITS. Will the Senator yield for 
a unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. JA VITS. I ask unanimous consent 

that Win ~eeler of my staff be granted 
the privilege -of the fioor during the con
sideration of the pending legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FORD. I ask unanimous consent 
that Jane Matthias of my staff be 
granted the privilege of the fioor during 
consideration and votes on the pending 
legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
Mr. GLENN will be recognized when the 
quorum call is rescinded; is thalt correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. And without 
the time being charged to him on his 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that Mr. William Lind 

of my staff have the privilege of the 
fioor during the debate and voting on 
this measure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
make the same request in behalf of Emily 
Thuber and Bill Jackson of my staff. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I make the 
same request for the following members 
of the Commerce Committee staff when 
the vote is taken on the Byington re
consideration: Messrs. Pertschuk, Sut
cliffe, Cohen, and Merlis. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. As in execu
tive session. 

Mr. MOSS. As in executive session. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I suggest the absence of a quorum, and 
I ask unanimous consent that the time 
not be charged against the time on the 
Glenn amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1691, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment No. 1691, as modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Ohio (Mr. GLENN) pro
poses an amendment numbered 1691, as 
modified. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we 
have quiet so that we can hear? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi is correct. The Sen
ate will be in order, so that the clerk 
may be heard. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GLENN's amendment (No. 1691, 
as modified> is as follows: 

Modify amendment to read as follows: 
On page 17, line 13 after "force structm·e", 

delete the period and add "together with a 
comprehensive identification of base operat
ing support costs and an evaluation of pos
sible alternatives to reduce such costs.". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment will be so 
modified. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, this 
amendment would call for a study to be 
conducted by the Secretary of Defense 
on base operating support costs and the 
advantages to be had by combining some 
of those costs where appropriate. 

There has been an analysis of some of 
this by the Defense Manpower Commis
sion, and also a Rand study done for the 
Air Force. The Defense Manpower Com-
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mission study indicated 14 overlapping 
employee systems that we have in the 
military support structure, and indicated 
a potential saving-they do not predict 
this, but they say a potential saving of 
some 26 percent on these support costs, 
which would run into very sizeable ap
propriations, obviously, 1f we would knock 
out some of the overlapping nonmilitary 
functions of the support structure. 

Such a study would expand upon 
studies already planned and provided for 
by an amendment put on in subcommit
tee, I believe by Mr. CULVER. 

This amendment has been discussed 
with the Senator from Georgia <Mr. 
NUNN), and I believe he supports it. It 
has been discussed on both sides of the 
aisle. I do not call for a record vote on 
the amendment; I think we should be 
able to pass it, and hopefully we can get 
this enacted in time to result in some 
savings when next year's budget comes 
up. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GLENN. I yield to the Senator 
from Arizona. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
support the amendment of the Senator 
from Ohio. The Pentagon has the au
thority now, though it is not used as 
much, possibly, as it should be. I would 
cite the contract that has been in effect 
for a long time with Lockheed to main
tain the squadron of F-104's at Luke 
Air Force Base. It has worked out very 
well. 

The only danger that can be foreseen 
on this is that if we go too far on the 
civilian fiight maintenance, we will cut 
down on the number of men and the 
proficiency we would need to maintain 
the aircraft in combat. But I think it is 
a very good idea. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I appreci
ate very much the comments of the Sen
ator from Arizona, and I could not agree 
more. It is not the intent to cut into any 
support structures that would have a di
rect application on a mobilization basis. 
It is the more general functions we are 
talking about here, which the Pentagon 
has done some study on already, but 
where we think the additional savings 
could be effected if we give them a 
chance to study it more thoroughly. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 2 minutes on the Senator's 
amendment, and then I want to yield 
some time to the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. NUNN) who has worked on this 
matter. It comes within the field of his 
subcommittee. 

Mr. President, something was said 
about modifying the amendment. As I 
have the amendment before me, it pro
poses to amend the bill on page 17, Une 
13, after the words "force structure,'' by 
deleting the period and adding .. together 
with a comprehensive identification of 
base operating support costs and an 
evaluation of possible alternatives to re
duce such costs." 

I thought the RECORD ought to show 
just what we were passing on here, as 
this is not a regular printed amend
ment. 

Mr. President. this is a matter on 
which the committee has done quite a 

bit of work, led by the Senator from 
Georgia and his subcommittee and 
others. I am glad to support the amend
ment in its present form. I yield some 
time now to the Senator from Georgia. 
I hope that he will seek recognition and 
explain something about what the com
mittee is doing, and how this fits in. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator from 
Mississippi. 

I rise to support the Glenn amend
ment as modified. I think that of all 
the areas where there remains a good 
bit of softness in military manpower it 
is very likely to be in the area of base 
operating support. Our subcommittee 
and the full Committee on Armed Serv
ices have looked at this area intensely 
in the last 2 years. In fact, we made 
a good many cuts in this area in both 
civilian and military. In this year's bill 
there is language inserted on page 17 
which says and I quote: 

" .. . Such report shall also identify, de
fine, and group by mission and by region 
the types of military bases, installations, 
and tacllitles, and shall provide an explana
tion and justification of the relationship 
between this base structure and the pro
posed mllltary force structure.". 

This amendment that was inserted in 
our subcommittee and approved by the 
full committee gets right at the heart of 
the same problem the Senator from Ohio 
has so well identified and is concerned 
about. By modifying the Glenn a.mend
ment to add to the previously existing 
report that is required, we end up hav
ing one report rather than two reports. 
They are almost on the r me subject. 
The Glenn amendment does increase 
the information that we will obtain from 
this report. It also identifies specifically 
that the base operating support costs are 
a prime concern of the Senate, and it 
als3 requires an evaluation of possible 
alternatives to reduce such costs, mean
ing the cost of base operating support. 

So I believe that this amendment to 
the Glenn amendment, taken together 
with the existing committee requirement, 
will require the Department of Defense 
to go through a stringent exercise and 
study in determining whether there are 
alternatives by which t .::..se operating 
support can be further cut. 

I might say in closing, Mr. President, 
that the committee has already zeroed 
in on this area pretty hard and we have 
ah·eady made rather significant cuts in 
base operating supports, but I think this 
study will greatly assist us in pursuing 
that avenue of cost saving and cost 
effectiveness. 

I recommend that the Senate agree to 
the Glenn amendment. I think it is a 
contribution to this bill. 

Mr. GLENN. I thank the Senator from 
Georgia. 

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a brief comment? 

M r . GLENN. I yield. 
Mr. STONE. The Senator from Flor

ida spent some time during the previous 
recesses visiting some of the bases where 
civilian employees are a sign.tficant fac-
tor. 

In making this new study, the Senator 
from Florida would urge upon the De
fense Department careful analysis in 

are:l.S such as the naval air rework facili
ties and analysis not merely of a head
count of how many people work and how 
much it cost to pay them to work but 
analysis of the dollars lost while the 
pennies are saved in connection with 
how often; for example, they bring in 
equipment or airframes to be reworked 
and what that means in te1·ms of re
placement costs and useful life of that 
equipment and those airframes. 

It is true they can s~etch out the use 
of some of these airplanes and some of 
this equipment and not bring it in for an 
extra month, 2 months, or 6 months, and 
it will still fly. But what happens when 
they have not reworked it according to 
the manufacturers and the services rec
ommended timetable? What happens 
when they then have to procure new 
units, much earlier than they otherwise 
would have had they conditioned and re
conditioned them? 

So the Senator from Florida urges a 
careful study of that particular situation, 
because the Senator from Florida saw 
some vivid examples of some shortening 
of airplane and equipment lives because 
of the stringent budget requirements on 
this rework facility, and I have a feeling 
that they may be parallel circumstances 
taking place. 

So what the Senator from Florida 
urges is not simply how much can we 
save in the civilian sector of the naval 
budget or the armed services budget on 
base support, but what is the mission of 
those people and what will the dollars 
be if they save those pennies ? 

Mr. NUNN. May I say in response to 
the Senator from Florida, I think he is 
absolutely correct in his analysis that 
we must maintain our Navy equipment, 
aircraft, and so forth, in a better way 
than we are doing now. 

I might say, though, that our sub
committee has fully supported the logis
tics and manpower requests of the ad
ministration, and this area is in the logis
tics area. The base operating support 
area is another area altogether and has 
nothing to do with the maintenance of 
aircraft or the maintenance and over
haul of ships. Base operating support 
has to do with bowling alleys, golf 
courses, PX's, commissaries, and has 
nothing to do with airplanes and ships. 

I am not saying base operating sup
port is not important, but I am saying 
that that is different from logistics and 
I am saying that our subcommittee, con
trary to some of the rumors that have 
been floating around from the Pentagon, 
has supported vigorously and not only 
supported vigorously but we have had 
strong language in our reports indicat
ing that more needed to be done in the 
area of logistics and in the area of main
tenance of aircraft and ships. I think 
that that is an area that has been ne
glected. If there is additional manpower 
needed in the military services and in 
the civilian ranks, it is in the area of 
overhaul and maintenance, but that is 
a different matter from what I believe 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Ohio is getting to. 

Mr. GLENN. That is correct. If the 
Senator will yield for a comment, this 
gets into the areas not only that he 
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just mentioned, but also into areas, 
where bases are not too far apart from 
the fuel supply. Can these be combined? 
Can there be changes in the food sup
plies coming into different areas that 
are coming into bases that are within 
the same area? 

Mr. STONE. Does the Senator also 
suggest hospital support and medical 
support and medical services? 

Mr. GLENN. Yes, those things can be 
better done on the central based basis 
or with area alined control within a 
~ertain area. The Grant study, in par
ticular, indicated considerable savings 
could be made. 

So it is not only in the recreational ac
tivities that the Senator from Georgia 
referred to but also in the more basic 
support structure that is fundamental to 
base operations. 

Mr. STONE. If the Senator will yield, 
I also refer to the fact it is not only a 
question of how much money can peo
ple save when they go to a PX. It is also 
a question of, is there such a facility 
within range? If people have to drive 20 
or 30 miles in order to do their gro.cery 
shopping, can they serve on that base? 
And people who just indiscriminately 
say, "Let's eliminate all PX's," sometimes 
do not have reference to the logistics in
volved in just the ability to survive to buy 
food. 

Mr. NUNN. I agree with the Senator 
on that comment. Of course, I also re
emphasize, however, that our committee 
has never cut logistic support. 

Now I read a comment by the Secre
tary of the Air Force in a newspaper the 
other day where he is going around say
ing that he certainly regrets that certain 
logistic r.i.f.'s had to take place because 
of the action of Congress. He is incorrect 
in that statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All of the 
time of the opponents has expired. 

Mr. NUNN. May I have 1 more minut.e? 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the Sena
tor from Ohio may have an additional 
5 minutes. 

The PRESIDlliG OFFICER. The 
Senator bas 7 minutes. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. And the Sen
ator from Mississippi have an additional 
5 minutes, if needed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NUNN. If the Senator from Ohio 
will yield me a minute, I shall conclude 
my comments. A lot of rumors are :float
ing around about this personnel area. 
The Air Force itself has cut some of its 
logistics, but it has nothing to do with 
the mandate of Congress. 

That is their decision, but then, when 
it gets down to the crunch of explaining 
where it comes from, they have the habit 
of saying, "We did this because of Con
gress." 

In the case of logistics, that is simply 
not true and where we have put pres
sure on-and we admit it-is in the area 
of base operating support. I think there 
needs to continue to be a review of the 
base operating support area, because we 
have a tremendous number of people in
volved in that area, and I believe that 

cost-effective measur(!S can be increased, 
and I believe productivity in that area 
can also be increased. So I support the 
Senator's amend..'llent. 

Mr. GLENN. If the Senator will yield, 
this base operating support is the broad
est base of what we are referring to for 
those who are doing this report to help 
them with guidance. It is very basic. I 
am looking at base support where we 
sometimes use military personnel now to 
perform those functions, with all the 
permanent station changes, and things 
that go on with rotation of military per
sonnel. It is in some of those areas where 
it appears that major savings could be 
made across the board in basic support, 
where the food and the fuel come from, 
where the guards are at the gate, et 
cetera. It is that type of basic support 
that we have trimmed already. 

Mr. STONE. If the Senator will yield 
for one comment, the Senator from 
Florida is gratified with the remarks of 
the Senator from Georgia about 1·.i.f.'s in 
the logistic areas of our defense budget
ing because the Senator from Florida 
did hear the statement made frequently 
that the reductions in force of those 
logistic personnel and the ability to per
form their mission was because of 
congressional requirements. 

When the Senator from Georgia says 
that that bas not been the case, and is 
not the case, and that the Senator from 
Georgia and his subcommittee do not 
recommend these RIF's in the logistics 
area, the Senator from Florida is most 
gratified. 

Mr. NUNN. Let me clarify one point. I 
think that everything the Senator from 
Florida has said is correct. There per
haps has been some pressure on the 
OMB accounts that come from appropri
ations committees. The Senator from 
Georgia has not agreed with those deci
sions, but the Armed Services Commit
tees in the House and Senate, with which 
I am familiar, so far as we are concerned, 
have moved in the opposite direction, and 
feel that the logistics area--the over
hauling of ships and maintenance~ 
should be increased. There has been some 
pressure through the OMB accounts and 
through the appropriations committees, 
and from that point of view, some of the 
statements could be partially correct. 

Most of the pressure has come from the 
Office of Management and Budget and 
the DOD's own defense analysis, not from 
Congress. To the extent that there has 
been pressure from Congress, it has not 
come from the Armed Services Commit
tee in the area of logistics, which I feel 
is very important. 

Mr. STONE. I commend the reading 
of this colloquy not only to our own col
leagues on the Appropriations Commit
tee but also the OMB and the Defense 
Department in general, because it is a 
fact that saving a few dollars in stretch
ing out maintenance does not save the 
taxpayer dollars. On the contrary, most 
likely and most probably, it costs the tax
payers hundreds of thousands of dollars 
by comparison. 

The Senator from Florida is most grat
ified with the remarks of the Senator 
from Georgia and thanks the Senator 
from Ohio. 

Mr. GLENN. I agree with the Senator. 
I do not want any stretched out mainte
nance if I am :flying an airplane. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from Ohio. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. STENNIS. I move to reconsider 

the vote by which the amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. GLENN. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

The assistant majority leader knows 
about these amendments. The committee 
is ready now to proceed with additional 
amendments. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
an order was entered for the recognition 
of Mr. HATHAWAY at this time, to call UP 
his amendment. I am now informed that 
he will not be ready to call up that 
amendment just yet. He will call it up 
later. He is working on some modifica
tion that may be agreeable on all sides. 
So I ask unanimous consent that that 
order be vitiated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, the Senator from 
Maine had talked about the possibility 
of using some time. However, the Sena
tor from New Hampshire (Mr. Mc
INTYRE) has not had an opportunity to 
make his report about his subcommittee's 
work. If it is in order, we can do that 
now. I would like to ask Senator Mc
INTYRE to come to the Chamber. For that 
purpose, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 'Without 
objection, it is so orde1·ed. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, this 
seems an appropriate moment in the 
discussion of the pending legislation for 
me to present the significance of the 
action of the Committee on Armed Serv
ices on the military procurement au
thorization bill and how it relates to the 
national defense targets that Congress 
established in the first budget resolu
tion for fiscal year 1977. 

First, I extend my appreciation to the 
distinguished Senator from Mississippi 
<Mr. STENNis), for the work he has 
devoted to this important legislative 
measure. Senator STENNIS and the entire 
committee membership have labored 
hard and long to carry out the Senate's 
mandate for national defense embodied 
in the budget resolution adopted by Con
gress on May 12, 1976. In a year when 
defense spending requests have increased 
substantially, I salute the Senator's 
diligence in bringing before the Senate 
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a defense authorization bill that is 
within the congressionally approved 
budget targets. 

Mr. President, the bill before us au
thorizes military procurement and 
R. & D. funding of approximately $31.9 
billion in budget authority. In addition, 
t his bill sets Defense manpower levels 
which imply funding of approximately 
$35 billion in budget authority. Together, 
these two amounts represent about 
60 percent of the national defense 
function. 

The $31.9 billion for procurement and 
R. & D. is $2.3 billion less than the $34.2 
billion Presidential budget request as 
revised by the Minuteman m missile and 
shipbuilding budget amendments. Pre
liminary fiscal year 1977 outlay estimates 
associated with the authorization are 
.roughly $9.5 to $9.7 billion. These out
lays, combined with outlays from prior 
year budget authority, total to an 
amount over $24.8 billion for fiscal year 
1977, approximately $550 million less 
than the estimated revised Presidential 
outlays of $25.4 billion. 

In addition to the procurement and 
R. & D. authorizations, the bill reduces 
active duty military personnel and civil
ian personnel levels and increases mili
tary reserve strength. The costs for these 
recommended manpower levels will be 
provided during the appropriations 
process. However, preliminary estimates 
for these personnel actions indicate that 
they will result in savings of at least $200 
million below the President's budget re
quest; these savings would be in both 
budget authority and outlays. 

Mr. President, before prvceeding to my 
specific concerns on the details of the 
military procurement authorization bill 
and the upcoming conierence of the 
Armed Services Committees, I would like 
to provide my colleagues with the initial 
Senate Budget Committee estimates on 
the relationship of the Al·med Services' 
actions to the national defense func
tional target established by the first 
budget resolution. The Committee on 
Armed Services reviewed a large segment 
of a Presidential budget request of 
$114.8 billion in budget authority and 
$101.4 billion in outlays. The result of 
the committee's actions on the military 
procurement authorization bill and the 
military construction authorization bill 
provides the following approximate 
totals. 

I ask unanimous consent that a chart 
displaying the figures be inserted at this 
point in the RECORD: 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 
Comparison of Committee on Armea Serv

ices authorizations with national aefense 
junctional targets in 1st concurrent res
olution 

[In billions of dollars] 
Budget 

authority Outlays 
A. Presidential budget re-

quest for national de-

fense ---------------- 113.3 101.1 
Budget amendments_____ 1. 5 0. 3 
Total request for national 

defense -------------- 114.8 101.4 

B. First concurrent resolu-
tion targets for national 
defense -------------- 112.5 C. National defense total re-

sulting from armed 
services action: 

Procurement authoriza
tion below procure-
ment request_______ 2. 3 

Estimated personnel re
ductions below re-
quest -------------- 0.2 

Military construction 
authorization below 
military construction 
request------------ 0.1 

Total reductions_________ 2 2. 5 
Total for national defense 

function ------------- 112. S 
1 Less than $50 million. 

100.8 

0. 6 

0.2 

(1) 
2 0.7 

100.7 

2 Figures may not add due to rounding. 
The Armed Services' action addresses only 

the Procurement Authorization and Military 
Construction Authorization bills. The fig
ures shown for the total for National Defense 
Function Resulting from Armed services 
Action reflect a functional total assuming 
acceptance of Presidential levels for the 
function minus Armed Services' reductions 
in the Procurement and Military Construc
tion Authorizations. These estimates are 
preliminary and subject to modification. 

Mr. MUSKIE. The Armed Services 
Committee's action, Mr. President, ad
dresses only the procurement authoriza
tion and military construction authoriza
tion bill. The figures shown in the chart 
for the total national defense function 
resultin~ from armed services action re
flect a functional total assuming accept
ance of Presidential levels for the func
tions minus armed services reductions in 
the procurement and military construc
tion authorization. These estimates are, 
of course, preliminary and subject to 
modification. 

I have provided an overview of the 
military procurement authorization bill 
as it compares with the first budget res
olution targets. I now want to address 
the problems that lie ahead when this 
bill leaves the Senate for conference, and 
how these problems impact on the tar
gets this body has set for the National 
Defense function. 

First, there are the builtin pressures 
incorporated in the national defense 
targets. I am referring to the President's 
proposed economies amounting to $5.4 
billion in budget authority and $4.5 bil
lion in outlays. Will Congress enact the 
necessary legislation required to save a 
portion of the economies? 

The following is a quote from the Sen
ate report accompanying Senate Concur
rent Resolution 109, the first budget res
olution for fiscal year 1977. The resolu
tion "assumes implementation either of 
the administrative and legislative econo
mies of $5.4 billion in budget authority 
and $4.5 billion in outlays which were 
proposed by the administration or of 
other actions that would achieve com
parable savings. Failure to achieve the 
economies would require reductions else
where in the defense budget to stay with
in the target." The intent of this language 
was repeated in the conference report on 
the budget resolution as follows: The res
olution "assumes implementation of the 
legislative and administrative economies 

proposed by the administration or other 
savings necessary to remain within 
these-national defense-targets." This 
means-and I want to make this clear
that failure by the Congress to enact the 
proposed economies will require o1Isets 
elsewhere within the national defense 
function to stay within the targets. Simi
larly, if the President requests and Con
gress approves any future budget amend
ments or supplementals, tradeo1Is be
tween high-priority and low-priority 
areas will be required to remain within 
the resolution targets for budget author
ity and outlays. 

Simply stated, the resolution adopted 
by the Senate for national defense de
pends on implementation of these econ
omies. Many of the economies require 
legislation and are not politically popular 
issues, particularly during an election 
year. They include the stockpile sales, 
elimination of the 1-percent kicker for 
retired pay, elimination of dual compen
sation for Federal workers on reserve 
duty, phaseout of commissary subsidies, 
a fair market rental policy, revised wage 
board pay policy, limited reductions in 
selected aspects of Reserve and Guard 
pay, and reduced cadet pay. In addition 
to these legislative proposals, the admin
istration has proposed savings in the Fed
eral pay and compensation category and 
other management efficiencies. The most 
significant of these items are the pay cap 
and the change in methodology for de
termining pay comparability. 

To the credit of Senator STENNIS, the 
Committee on Armed Services is recom
mending favorable action on all but one 
majo1· legislative proposal within its ju
risdiction. 

The remaining major proposal is for 
stockpile sales, saving the Government 
over $700 million. It is my understand
ing that my distinguished friend from 
Nevada (Mr. CANNON), intends to con
duct heal'ings on the proposed sales soon. 
I urge my colleague to press on. The leg
islation to allow the sales is essential, 
and he has the support of the Budget 
Committee in this endeavor. 

Whether we can realize all of these 
economies is up to the Senate as a whole. 
I urge that we follow through on the 
impetus provided by the Budget and 
Armed Services Committees and enact all 
of these economies. It is particularly es
sential that all committees having ju
risdiction on the relevant legislation act 
favorable on these matters because the 
House-passed version of the procurement 
authorization does not provide for im
plementation of the economies. We 
should send the Senate Armed Services 
conferees to conference with a clear man
date from the Senate that the economies 
be implemented. I shall work with Sen
ator STENNIS to insure that the Congress 
enact the proposed economies or pre
scribe other savings in defense in order 
to remain within the budget resolution 
targets. 

Another point I should like to stress 
is the significant difference between the 
House-passed amounts for its military 
procurement authorization bill and the 
proposed Senate authorization. The 
House level is $1.3 billion in budget au-
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thority over the Senate committee report. 
If we include proposed House and Sen
ate actions on manpower levels and the 
proposed economics, this d11ference could 
rise to $1.8 billion -or more in budget au
thority. The dtlference in outlays 
amounts to $400 to $500 million. Ina-s
much as the Senate authorization bill has 
the effect of creating an amount for 
national defense only slightly below the 
budget target, it is obvious that our con
ferees wm be in an extremely dimcult 
position as they attempt to reconcile the 
significant differences in the Senate and 
House versions ot the military procure
ment authorization measure for fiscal 
year 1977. A compromise that is close to 
the midpoint between the two bodies wm 
exceed the budget resolution target. We 
must be ready to deal with that situation. 

I should like to put into perspective 
the major area of difference between the 
House and Senate bills-the Navy ship
building program. The administration 
requested $6.3 billion for procurement 
of ships in fiscal year 1977. This is a 62-
percent increase in 1 year over the fiscal 
year 1976 appropriation of $3.9 billion. 
How did our Senate colleagues on the 
Anned Services Committee react to this 
request? They acted with commendable 
restraint. 

In the middle of the committee's review 
of the procurement authorization re
quest, the administration rushed forward 
with a shipbuilding budget amendment 
totaling $1.2 billion including $1 billion 
for procurement of ships. Consequently, 
the committee reviewed a $7.3 billion 
shipbuilding procurement request, or a 
budget 1·equest calling for a 90-percent 
increase in shipbuilding authorizations 
in a single year. To the committee's 
credit, it did not panic at an election 
year gimmick. The committee reviewed 
the request and developed a proposal for 
shipbuilding procurement at just under 
$6 billion. Some critics will say this 
amount is still too much for shipbuilding. 
Nonetheless, it is less than the budget re
quest by $1.3 billion and is aimed in the 
right direction-toward a more desirable 
and less costly mix of the Navy :fleet. 

Furthermore, the Senate procurement 
authorization bill recommends repeal of 
title VIII of Public Law 93-365, requiring 
major combatant vessels to be nuclear 
powered. I support the repeal of this 
statute, and I strongly urge my col
leagues to do the same. I am committed 
to a strong defense for our country-a 
defense comprised of a proper balance 
between land, air, and seapower. I am 
particularly committed to a proper bal
ance in the utilization of resources within 
the Navy. The excessive costs associated 
with the shipbuilding program required 
by strict adherence to title VIII can in
terfere with this balance by minimizing 
the capability to project American power 
when justified for national security or 
humanitarian purposes. 

The House reviewed the original $6.3 
billion shipbuilding request and added 
$3.7 billion for additional ships. This in
crease was partially offset by a $1.4 bil
lion reduction in frigates and a conven
tional Aegis destroyer. Neither of these 
class of ships is nuclear powered. The 
House made a further reduction of $1.2 
billion in the request to cover past cost 

growth and escalation associated with 
shipbuilding. Therefore, the net increase 
in shipbuilding in the House is $1.1 bil
lion. The House provided this substantial 
increase in ship programs because they 
are apparently committed to high tech
nology and costly ships with the balance 
favoring nuclear power in accord with 
title VIII provisions. 

Mr. President, as we attempt to estab
lish priorities between domestic and mili
tary requirements within the Federal 
budget, I question whether the require
ments and costs associated with title vm 
are consistent with a goal of increasing 
the size of the Navy. 

I believe the Senat-e should support the 
distinguished Chairman of the Commit
tee on Armed Services in the Senate ver
sion of shipbuilding procurement for fis
cal year 1977. In a manner similar to our 
commitment to the enactment of the 
proposed defense economies, I recom
mend that the Senate send its Armed 
Services conferees to conference with a 
mandate endorsing the Senate shipbuild
ing proposal. 

Mr. President, in concluding my re
marks, I would like to reiterate my ap
preciation to the distinguished chairman, 
Mr. STENNIS. The military procurement 
authorization bill has my support, al
though I reserve the right to support floor 
amendments which I deem necessary and 
desirable. As chiarman of the Commit
tee on the Budget, I know the pressures 
on the national defense target in the 
first budget resolution: 

The need to implement all the pro
posed economies; 

The substantial differences in the 
House and Senate versions of a Defense 
shipbuilding program; and 

And potential supplementals including 
an amendment to ove1·haul the U.S.S. 
Bellcnap. 

With this in mind, I will watch with 
great interest the compromises resulting 
from the forthcoming conference on the 
House and Senate military procurement 
authorization bills. This authorization 
legislation has a direct impact on the 
subsequent appropriation measure. Con
sequently, i1 the conference report leaves 
the legislation above the first budget 
t·esolution targets, I want the Senate as 
a whole, and Senator STENNIS in particu
lar, to understand that the Senate Budg
et Committee must seriously consider op
posing the conference report on the :floor. 

I have discussed the bill and other 
defense policies and programs in con
siderable detail. 

I want to make it clear to the Senate, 
as I have over and over again, that the 
Budget Committee is not a line item 
committee, and it is not for us to decide 
what shall be the detailed makeup of the 
Defense Department program under the 
overall ceilings which the Senate and 
Congress as a whole have imposed. 

But I would agree with something 
which I think the distinguished Senator 
from Mississippi said a year ago, that we 
cannot, as we look at the totals, overlook 
the implications of the major compo
nents of those totals. 

So I think the Senator from Mississippi 
was absolutely right last year in sug
gesting that we at least take into account 
the impact and the implications of the 

major policy decisions with which his 
committee must struggle not only in 
committee and on the Senate :floor but 
in conference with the House of Repre
sentatives as well. 

It is in that spirit, may I say to my 
good friend from Mississippi, that I have 
made these comments this morning. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I want 
to congratulate the distinguished chair
man of the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee, Senator STENNIS, and the other 
members of his committee, for their ex
cellent work on the defense appropria
tions authorization bill for fiscal 1977 
<H.R. 12438). There are several aspects 
of this bill which deserve our strong sup
port. 

First, the bill substantially reverses the 
downward trend in the funding of de
fense purchases which has occurred in 
the recent past. As I noted during Sen
ate consideration of the first concurrent 
resolution on the budget, over the past 
5 years we provided about 28 percent less 
for defense procurement and research 
and development than we provided in 
the 5 years from 1962 through 1965, when 
infiation is taken into account. Yet our 
military forces are not 28 percent smaller 
today than they were prior to Vietnam. 
Without the funding increase provided 
in this bill, and sustained levels of fund
ing in the next 5 years, there is simply 
no way that we can maintain the ca
pabilities of our planned forces and pro
vide for our defense in the 1980's. 

Part of the increase is due to the au
thorization of initial procurement for 
strategic weapons systems-the B-1 
bomber and Trident missile--which have 
long been debated, and for which the 
Congress has already voted substantial 
research and development funds. 

But the major part of the increase is 
for procurement of weapons systems for 
the general purpose, conventional war
fare forces. 

Compared to the defense budgets of 
the early 1960's, this budget will provide 
a lower overall priority for strategic war
fare systems and a higher priority for 
general purpose warfare systems. 

The logic of this shift is clear: In a 
time of nuclear parity between the Soviet 
Union and the United States conven
tional warfare strength takes c{n a much 
greater political and military significance 
than it had when the United States en
joyed substantial nuclear superiority. 

The general purpose warfare forces 
supported by this budget are largely 
allocated to the defense of NATO. This 
fact, however, is not easily divined from 
the budget information provided to the 
Congress by the Department of Defense. 
Earlier this year the Defense Task Force 
of the Senate Budget Committee, wllich 
I had the honor to chair, requested the 
Secretary of Defense to provide the Con
gress with information showing how 
much of the defense budget is spent in 
support of the various basic missions of 
our defense forces-such as land war
fare, naval force projection, close air sup
port, strategic offense, and other cate
gories-and how much is spent in pre
paring to support U.S. commitments in 
NATO, Northeast Asia, and elsewhere. 
Inasmuch as information of this kind 
was presented to Congress last year, in 
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connection with the fiscal 1976 defense 
1·equest, we had every reason to believe 
that the request would not be unduly 
burdensome for the Department. To date, 
however, we have not had a favorable 
reply to our request. 

I think this failure to comply is high
ly unfortunate. Last year many Sena
tors, in debate on the military procure
ment bill, called for an examination of 
the connections between our defense 
budget and our foreign policy. The mis
sion budget approach sought by the 
Budget Committee's Defense Task Force 
would provide a useful framework for a 
look at these connections. 

For example, the task force staff, us
ing the mission budget approach and 
figures supplied to Congress last year, 
estimated that general purpose warfare 
activities, and their support, were allo
cated 62 percent of the fiscall976 budget 
request; strategic forces were allocated 
15.5 percent, and other activities-intel
ligence and communications, basic 
R. & D. management overhead, retire
ment pay, military assistance--were allo
cated 22.5 percent. 

Similarly, the staff estimated that of 
some $65 billion requested for general 
purpose warfare activities and their sup
port-including recruiting, training, 
medical care, and base support-a total 
of $51 billion could be identified with 
forces having a clear geographic orien
tation. More than three-fourths of this 
amount-about $39 billion-could be 
identified with forces whose primary 
justification is defense of NATO in a 
European war. These included not only 
forces deployed in the European theater, 
but also forces located in the United 
States and the Pacific region which 
would provide essential reinforcements 
to NATO in the event of a war. 

Thus it appears that forces costing 
nearly 40 percent of our defense budgets 
are presently justified on the grounds 
that they are required to meet the U.S. 
commitment to contribute to a conven
tional defense of Western Europe. 

I stress the word "conventional" be
cause it is clear that the inability to de
fend Europe with conventional military 
forces would force NATO to consider 
the alternatives of surrender to military 
pressure or of nuclear war. And the cir
cumstances of tactical nuclear war in 
Europe are sufficiently unclear to make 
this a very undesirable option. . 

In this connection, I was encouraged to 
note that President Giscard d'Estaing of 
France promised, in his address to the 
Congress last week, tr..at his nation be
lieves in the need for a strong defense in 
Europe, and will contribute to the effec
tiveness of the Atlantic Alliance. I can 
only hope that these words will be fol
lowed by concrete actions by France to 
cooperate with the military organiza
tion of the Atlantic Alliance. The hard 
truth is that the decision by France in 
1966 to withdraw from the NATO mili
tary organization, and to eject both 
NATO and U.S. military forces from 
France, substantially weakened the secu
rity of Western Europe. First, it required 
a relocation of supply depots and lines 
of communication· to areas where they 
are considerably closer to the potential 

front and more vulnerable to attack. 
Second, it introduced a dangerous am
biguity concerning the timing and man
ner of French participation-if any-in 
the defense of Western Europe against 
aggression. 

As recently as 1974, Senator NUNN re
ported to the Armed Services Committee, 
following an exhaustive survey of U.S. 
and allies plans and capabilities for the 
defense of Europe, that-
. As a practical matter, France by its policies 
reduces the possibility of a conventional de
fense, and significantly lowers the nuclear 
threshold by refusing to collaborate in ad
vance for a strong conventional defense. 

Finally, France's policy imposes on 
the United States and our allies in the 
NATO military organization a larger 
burden and higher costs in order to 
partially repair the imbalance in NATO's 
defenses resulting from France's non
participation. 

President Giscard concluded his ad
dress to Congress by asking that we 
"show the same confidence" in France 
that France has in the United States 
and its commitment to the defense of 
Europe. The way for France to earn con
fidence will be to show her increased con
fidence in NATO. Let us hope that Presi
dent Giscard's visit signals a move in 
that direction. 

In the meantime, Mr. President, we 
must continue to deal realistically with 
the defense burdens imposed on this 
country by our role in NATO and by the 
steady growth in Soviet military capa
bilities. This bill meets our responsibili
ties in this area. 

At the same time, the Armed Services 
Committee has exercised restraint. This 
bill is consistent with the national de
fense budget guidelines provided in the 
first concurrent resolution on the 
budget-provided that certain economies 
contemplated in that resolution are in 
fact enacted. The bill is $200 million in 
budget authority and $200 million in out
lays below the budget target under these 
conditions. 

The Armed Services Committee also 
has taken the initiative, with this bill, 
to move forward on important segments 
of the program of economies recom
mended in the fu·st concurrent resolu
tion. The committee has attached to this 
legislation provisions affecting military 
pay and allowances. It has repealed the 
!-percent kicker which increases retire
ment benefits for military personnel 
more rapidly than the rise in the cost 
of living, and it is recommending a 3-
year phasing out of the commissary sub
sidy program. In addition, it has recom
mended reductions in military and civH
ian personnel amounting to 28,300 
~paces. If sustained, these actions will 
save more than $500 million in fiscal1977 
and as much as $7.4 billion over the next 
5 years. 

Finally, the committee has provided 
us with a sensible, attainable shipbuild
ing program for fiscal 1977. Senator 
STENNis and his colleagues who devel
oped this program, including Senator 
CULVER and Senator LEAHY, deserve our 
admiration and our firm support for 
their clearheaded work on this very dif
ficult issue. 

Mr. President, the shipbuilding pro
gram is, without doubt, the most costly 
decision facing the Congress in the na
tional defense area. For example, if we 
buy the entire planned B-1 program, ad
ditional Pl'ocurement and research and 
development costs over the next decade 
will come to about $~9 billion, including 
estimated infiation. But the cost of a 
shipbuilding program which would sim• 
ply maintain the size and type of Navy 
which we have today, according to are
cent Library of Congress study, will be 
$62 billion over the next 10 years, not 
counting the effects of inflation, which 
can run as high as an additional 50 per
cent. If we want to increase the size of 
the Navy to 600 ships, the shipbuilding 
costs alone will be in excess of $80 bil
lion, again, not including inflation. 

Before we commit ourselves to that 
kind of expenditure, it is wise to decide 
what kind of Navy we need in the future. 
Today's Navy is designed according to 
principles which emerged from World 
War II, with the aircraft carrier as the 
dominant warship. The Soviet Navy has 
been designed specifically to counter this 
approach, using the nuclear submarine 
and the cruise missile. The question is 
whether continuing the traditional bal
ance in the U.S. Navy is the most effec
tive counter to the new Soviet capabili
ties. 

In order to answer that question, we 
need to think carefully about the kinds 
of missions the Navy must perform, and 
determine the priorities for naval invest
ment so that they match the Navy's most 
urgent needs. 

For example, should we give first pri
ority to the strike forces, which include 
the attack carriers and the warships 
which escort them into battle? Or 
should we give first priority to assur
ing the Nation's ability to protect mili
tary convoys carrying troops and sup
plies across the Atlantic, in the event of 
a major war in Europe or in the Middle 
East? In the latter case, we would prob
ably want to spend money for less costly 
escort ships and for nuclear submarines. 
Or should other missions receive our at
tention? 

In trying to decide what kind of ship
building program we need, the Senate 
has been faced this year with some
thing approaching utter confusion. We 
have found that the United States has 
not one Navy, but at least three navies
some would say four. There is the car
rier Navy, and the destroyer Navy, and 
the submarine Navy, and perhaps, the 
Rickover Navy. Each of these organiza
tions has its own program for the Navy, 
which is to be expected. And each has its 
own spokesmen. Then, in addition, there 
is the administration. The admiuistra
tion has already put forward two dif
ferent shipbuilding programs for fiscal 
1977-and it still has not completed its 
National Security Council review of the 
shipbuilding issues. 

In this situation, with many compet
ing voices and proposals, it is a great 
temptation to avoid hard choices and 
simply resolve to buy the best features 
of each approach. It is a great tempta
tion to say, let us have nuclear escorts 
for carriers and more surface ships and 
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more submarines, and let us have more 
carriers also, with all their aircraft and 
support. 

It is a temptation to say, let us not 
struggle too hard with the difllcult 
questions regarding the correct set of 
priorities, or the most cost-effective ways 
to achieve Navy missions. 

If we took this approach, we might 
end up with a fiscal 1977 shipbuilding 
program which looks something like the 
one contained in the House version of 
this bill. The House took a record ship
building budget submission by the ad
ministration, totaling some $6.3 billion, 
and added $3.7 billion for additional 
ships. The House did make some offset
ting reductions, but the major cut taken 
by the House was in the one program
the patrol frigate or FFG program
where there is nearly unanimous agree
ment that we need more ships. With the 
exception of this restraint, the House 
added: 

Advance procurement funds for two 
strike cruisers in addition to the one 
proposed by the administration. This is 
a new class of nuclear ship with a lead
ship cost of at least $1.2 billion. The 
Navy has not completed preliminary de
sign studies on the ship. 

Advance procurement funds for a new 
nuclear aircraft carrier. 

Funds for one additional Trident sub
marine and one additional attack sub
marine. 

Funds to convert the nuclear cruiser 
Long Beach and repair the cruiser Belk
nap. 

Funds to procure four new Spruance
class destroyers, and three additional 
support ships. 

Mr. President, the House action re
minds me of a story about one of our 
early secretaries of Defense, who had a 
horror of making decisions. It was said 
of him that he made only one decision 
during several years in the Pentagon. 
This involved competing rocket programs 
of the Army and the Air Force. The serv
ices could not agree who should be in 
charge. This gentleman called for the 
facts on the issue, weighed the pros and 
cons-and decided to go ahead with both 
programs. 

It seems to me that there is an air of 
unreality in a shipbuilding program that 
proposes a major expansion in the con
struction of nuclear ships when the only 
shipyard presently qualified to build nu
clear surface warships has threatened 
to discontinue work on an aircraft car
der already under contract, and when 
the Deputy Secretary of Defense, on 
May 18, characterized the Navy's rela
tions with the shipbuilding industry as a 
"crisis situation." 

Even if this proves to be a ~mporary 
situation, the House recommendations 
force us to consider one of the most dim
cult Navy issues. What priority' should 
we give to nuclear propulsion for surface 
warships, other than aircraft carriers? 

Ship for ship, nuclear propulsion costs 
more. In comparing a nuclear and a con
ventional ship of roughly similar char
acteristics, we find that the nuclear ship 
has to be larger, because the nuclear 
powerplant takes up more room and re
quires a larger hull. The nuclear ship also 

requiJ.·es a larger crew to tend the power
plant. On a life-cycle basis, including 
fuel costs, crew costs and maintenance 
and overhaul, as well as initial procure
ment costs, the General Accounting Of
fice has calculated that a nuclear sur
face ship, with its weapons, costs 60 per
cent more than a comparable conven
tional ship. 

For this extra cost, the nuclear ship 
does provide certain advantages. Because 
of its larger size, and extra space below 
decks, it can carry more weapons and 
stores. Lacking dependence on oilers, it 
can operate for indefinite periods at sus
tained speed-useful for rapid long-dis
tance movement of fleets--and it is po
tentially less vulnerable in combat due to 
less frequent need for replenishment. 
The big issue is whether these advan
tages offset the extra cost, or the advan
tages of having three conventional ships 
for the price of two nuclear ships. 

The answer depends on what missions 
the Navy will be asked to perform. 

According to the preliminary results 
of a study by the General Accounting 
omce, the advantages of nuclear power 
are largely situational. For example, a 
task force commander on a mobile strike 
mission may gain certain advantages in 
mobility and speed if operating with an 
all nuclear group which he would not 
have if an all conventional or mixed task 
force were employed. He would have, for 
instance, somewhat greater independence 
from the oilers and ammunition ships 
which support the task force. 

However, in other situations-such as 
the one faced by our fleet in the Mediter
ranean, operating under sw·veillance by 
the Soviet fleet, and within constant 
range of Soviet firepower-nuclear pro
pulsion does not seem to offer any advan
tage. Indeed, comparing task forces of 
equal cost, the all nuclear task force may 
be at a decided disadvantage in sit-.Ia
tions where the fleet is required to operate 
constantly in a high-threat environment. 

The General Accounting Ofllce postu
lated that task forces of equal cost would 
consist of an attack carrier and four 
nuclear escorts, or an attack carrier and 
six conventionally-powered escorts. The 
conventional escorts would have more 
total firepower-that is, more capability 
to defend the carrier against attack. The 
larger task force would also be more 
survivable. 

Consider, for example, a situation in 
which each task force is subjected to an 
attack capable of sinking or disabling 
three escort ships. In this situation, the 
task force consisting of a carrier and six 
escort ships would still have three escorts 
remaining--eno"Qgh to permit continued 
operation. But the task force consisting 
of a carrier and four nuclear escorts 
would be reduced to a single escort, and 
would have tq disengage much sooner, or 
risk the sinking of the carrier. 

So here again we are brought up 
against the basic question: For what 
kinds of missions should we design our 
fleet? 

Without prejudging the need for some 
nuclear surface warships, in addition to 
aircraft carriers, I think the record shows 
that we should not make an automatic 
presumption in favor of nuclear power 

for all ships operating with our strike 
forces-particularly in view of the fa.ct 
that we require the Navy to maintain a 
large fleet on constant station in the 
high-threat regions of the Mediter
ranean. 

Unfortunately, present law makes just 
that presumption. I refer to title VIll of 
the 1975 Defense Appropriations Au
thorization Act, which establishes as the 
policy of Congress that all major surface 
combatant ships will have nuclear pro
pulsion unless the President decides, on 
a ship-by-ship basis, that such would not 
be in the national interest. This provi
sion is unduly restrictive, and its mean
ing is subject to dispute. I am delighted 
to see that Senator STENNIS is now rec
ommending, in this bill, the repeal of 
title vm. 

The other elements of the shipbuilding 
program recommended by the Armed 
Services Committee display similar com
monsense. The committee has rejected, 
for 1977 at least, the proposed strike 
cruiser. pointing out that important 
design and cost studies and reviews have 
not been completed. It has deferred with
out prejudice the President's belated re
quest for $350 million in long leadtime 
funds for a new aircraft carrier, pending 
completion of the administration's re
view of Navy requirements. Of the other 
new ships proposed variously by the ad
ministration or the House Armed Serv
ices Committee, the Senate approved 
only the need for an additional fleet oiler. 
It accepted the administration's original 
request for authorization of eight addi
tional patrol frigates but rejected the 
added request for an additional fow· pa
trol frigates. 

In short, this is an achievable ship
building program for 1977. It places the 
main priority on the need to increase the 
total number of escort vessels, rather 
than on establishing new classes of high
cost ships. 

However, there is one area in which 
the Navy's approach to fleet operations 
and design gives me some concern. I refer 
to the roles and missions assigned to the 
nuclear attack submarine forces. 

As I indicated earlier, our present Navy 
is built around the concept of the attack 
carrier as the principal striking arm of 
the fleet. The carrier, for example, has 
the primary role in attacking enemy fleet 
units. 

The nuclear submarines have the pri
mary role of combating enemy sub
marine forces, particularly those which 
would be assigned the job of interdicting 
sea lines of communication between the 
United States and Europe or Asia. 

The Soviet Navy, in contr"ast, assigns 
a major role in antifleet operations to its 
nuclear attack and cruise-missile sub
marines, assisted by major combatant 
surface_ships and land-based aircraft. 

The Soviet shipbuilding program re
flects the high priority given to the sub
marine. In the period between 1965 and 
1975, the Soviets launched 100 nuclear 
submarines and 45 diesel submarines 
while the United States launched just 
57 nuclear submarines. In the same 
period, the United States launched 137 
large surface combatants and support 
ships-displacing 3,000 tons or more-
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while the Soviets built only 60 ships in 
these categories. 

The Soviet approach to antifleet oper
ations places a high premium on .sur
prise attack, and places the U.S. fleet 1n 
areas such as the eastern Mediterranean 
in a dangerously exposed situation. 

Recently the Washington Post pub
lished a thoughful article by retired Vice 
Adm. George P. Steele suggesting that 
the u.s. Navy is effect turn the tables 
on the Soviet fleet in such areas, by de
ploying nuclear attack submarines in a 
position to combat and interdict Soviet 
fieet operations. This would require as
signing new roles and missions to the 
attack subma1ine. 

Range (tons) Classes 

It could also require us to build nuclear 
attack submarines at a much more rapid 
pace than presently planned. An in
crease in submarine construction may 
also become necessary simply to counter 
growth in the Soviet submarine fieet. 
Attack submarines are very costly war
ships and we should not commit our
selves to a larger attack submarine fleet 
without careful study. But I believe Ad
miral Steele's ideas deserve careful con
sideration in view of his distinguished 
career and operational experience with 
both the submarine and surface fleets. 
Admiral Steele, incidentally, was the 
first submarine officer to command a 
major U.S. fleet. 

UNITED STATES/U.S.S.R. SHIP CONSTRUCTION, 1965-75 

United States 

Number Tonnage Classes 

I ask unanimous consent to place in 
the RECORD the article by Atlmiral Steele 
and a table, prepared by the Office of 
Secretary of . Defense, summarizing 
United States and Soviet ship construc
tion between 1965 and 1975. This table 
supports the contention, by my good 
f1iend the Senator from Vermont <Mr. 
LEAHY), that the U.S. Navy has built 
more large-displacement ships than the 
Soviet Union. It also shows that the 
Soviet Union has built more submarines 
of all kinds than the United States. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

U.S.S.R. 

Number Tonnage 

over 40,000 ___________ :-------------- --- cv America; cv Kennedy; cvN Nimitz_____________ 3 261, 2oo ·cvsii"Kfv::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::·-------r---39-000-
tg:ggg ~ ~g:gg&:=======:: ====== :::::::::-cG"N·c-aifioriif3;-a::cc· ·aitierliige;- i-K"A-ctiaif85ioii ;·---- ---3o---489; soc- cHG Mo;kva_________________ ___ _ __ _____ ___ _ _ ___ 2 3s: 4oo 

LPD Austin; LPH lwo Jima ; LSD Anchorage. 
5,000 \o 10,000 _______________________ __ _ CG Belknap; CGN Truxton; DO Spruance; LST 30 247,800 CG l<ara; CG Kresta; CG Kynda________ ___ ________ 17 134,600 

Newport. 
3,000 to 5,000 ___________________________ FF Garcia; FF Knox; FFG Brooke; WHEC Hamilton; 74 248,200 DOG Kashin ; DO Krivak; LST Alligator___________ __ 40 171,500 

AGFF Glover. 
1,000 to 3,000 _____ _ -------------------------------------------------------- ---- -------- --- --- --------------- ~~t ~~f;!::::::: :::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

PCE Grisha (LSM Ropucha, LSM Potnocny) ________ _ 

72 
1(7) 

'(11) 
71 

1 (20) 
J (54) 

410 
l (104) 

83,600 
(8, 000) 

(18, 900) 
58,500 

(15, 000) 
(41, 850) 
110, 100 
(23, 618) 

500 to 1,000 ____ ------------------------ WMEC Reliance. __ -- --------------------.------- 13 12,600 PGG Nanuchka .. --------------------------------
MSF Natya ____ ---------------------------------LCU Vydra (LSM Polnocny) ______________________ _ 

100 to 500.-------- ----- -------------- -- PG Asheville; PTF, AGEH Plainview _______________ _ 36 6, 070 LCU MP-10; LCU SMB-1; PCL 50--1; PCE POTI; 
PCH Turya; PT Shershen; PT MOL; PTC Stenka; 
PTG OSA; PTG Komar; PGM Shlepen; MSF Yurka; 
MSC Zhenya; MSC Vanya; MSC Sonya. 

Sub~~1~r:J~ missile (nuclear) ____ ___________ ------------ ___ ---- -- __ --- ___ ----------------- 12 87, 600 ------------------------------------------------ 51 390,000 

Attac~~ctear--- ---------------------------------- ----------- ---------- -- ------------ 45 164, ZOO ------------------------------------------------ 49 213,050 
45 99,000 DieseL ________ -- ------------------------------------------------ --- ---- ------ -- ----- ------------------------------------------------ ---------------

1 Ships constructed in U.S.S.R. for delivery to other countries. 

{From the Washington Post, May 16, 1976] 
A FLEET TO MATCH OUR REAL NEEDS 

(By George P. Steele) 
Even Americans who follow the news of 

defense spending rarely glimpse the contrary 
Views of professional milltary officers on 
costly programs. Mlllt&ry alternatives to 
weapons systems proposed to the Congress 
have been discussed earlier and discarded be
hind the secure doors of the Pentagon. Deci
sions involving huge sums are made, sup
ported by highly technical, classified Infor
mation and professional experience that can
not be made public. In the disciplined ranks 
of senior active duty personnel there can be 
no room for the maverick who publicly op
poses an official stand on major procurement. 

But U.S. naval officers are by no means of 
one mind on the need stated by the Navy for 
a $2 billion aircraft ca.rrler or a $1.3 blllion 
strike cruiser. Many officers hold that these 
great ships could not prevail at sea but would 
dominate the budgetary process, soaking up 
so much money that little of real conse
quence could be afforded. The very nature of 
the U.S. Navy's future role is involved In the 
controversy. 

The World War II Am.erican fleets, 1n which 
the aircraft earlier forced out the battleship 
as the capital ship, emerged victorious to face 
no significant threat at sea for over 15 years. 
In that period o! American naval supremacy, 
the Korean War marked the beginning o! a 
preoccupation with the projection of naval 
power ashore that has continued to this day. 
The present generation of senior naval offi
cers was schooled ln that war, ln the Cuban 
and other -crises and in the long Vietnam 
conflict. Not in 30 years has an aircraft car
rier group come under significant enemy 
naval attack. It 1s perhaps natural that this 
experience would exert strong influence on 

2 ~hips added to Soviet 008 but constructed in Poland. 

development of U.S. Navy doctrine and hard
ware, producing a fleet ideally sUited to inter
vention 1n a land battle while operating from 
a privileged sanctuary at sea. 

KnoWing this, the Soviet Union has con
structed a fleet heavy with submarines and 
guided-mlsslle ships, backed by a highly ef
fective, m1sslle-equipped maritime air force. 
It 1s a fleet which can prevent American sea
power from getting at its shore objectives. 
Instead of swinging around to confront the 
Soviet Navy wtth an effective counterforce 
able to defeat and push it out of the way, the 
U.S. Navy continues to program large and 
very expensive surface ships which are in 
great danger from both submarines and sur
prise mtssne attack. 

For three decades the major U.S. Navy sur
face combatants have been subordinated to 
the defense of the aircraft carrier. This has 
shriveled the Navy's fighting ablllty on the 
surface untn it 1s now incapable of standing 
up to Soviet cruisers armed with potent, 
long-range cruise mlsslles. 

A comparison o! the latest U.S. nuclear
powered cruiser alongside that of a new 
Soviet Kara class cruiser shows the remark
able lag ln U.S. weaponry. This weakness 
takes on great signlflca.nce 1n ~emote areas 
such as the Indian Ocean or the South At
lantic, where the United States no longer 
can be certain of representation by aircraft 
carriers--there are simply not enough car
riers. And without air support, a U.S. Navy 
surface force can be defeated easlly by a 
Soviet surface force of lesser tonnage. 

Evidence of the pervading lnfiuence of 
American naval experience with projecting 
power ashore while unopposed at sea 1s easy 
to find. The F-14 Navy fighter, a magnificent 
aircraft with its Phoenix weapon system, 1s 
designed primarily not for defeating enemy 

sea forces, but for besting the most ca
pable land-based aircraft. Underway replen
ishment ships have grown to great size while 
shrinking In number because of the e.m.
ciences Involved; the Camden-class combat 
support ship Is capable of carrying pro
digious quantities of fuel, a.mmunitton and 
stores-but if one 1s sunk, it 1s a grievous 
loss Indeed. 

Newer surface fighting ships are not well 
constructed to trade blows with other ships. 
Armor for key systems and compartmenta
tlon have not been emphasized enough. Re
dundancy of vital equipment, such as power 
supplies, and shock-resistant qualities, so 
important for continuing 1n action after sus
ta.lnlng damage, too often have been econ
omized out of deslgn. Operational security 
has retreated steadlly before the long-term 
trend to more and more powerful radars and 
sonars and continuous data and information 
exchange by radio, all of which disclose pre
cise position and other 1nte11lgence to an 
alert enemy. 

IF WAR COMES 
Soviet naval authorities have capitalized 

wonderfully on U.S. Navy weaknesses 1n the 
construction of the modern Soviet Navy and 
maritime air force, Under the long-term 
leadership of the brilliant Soviet Navy com
mander-in-chief, Admiral of the Fleet S. G. 
Gorshkov, forces have been bunt to fit 
a concept of surprise attack during which 
many missiles would be launched from co
ordinated air, surface and subsurface plat
forms. The attack is designed to overwhelm 
U.S. aircraft carrier groups. 

It would work like this: Coming from 
many directions with different flight pro
files, supported by heavy electronic jamming 
of American radars, the variety of Soviet mis
siles appears with breathtaking suddenness. 
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Corridors of chaff mask the missile-launch
ing Soviet aircraft and surface ships from 
u.s. radars. A variety of Soviet defensive 
missiles and rapid-firing light weapons works 
to p1·event successful counterattack. (So
viet submarines need no such protection, 
unless they are old and must surface briefly 
to shoot; even then their exposure to coun
terattack is brief.) The American formations 
may well destroy a number of the incoming 
missiles, but Soviet designers have a good ap
preciation of U.S. Navy capabilities, and they 
expect mass attack to achieve an early satu
ration and many assured hits. 

The surprise-attack strategy was tested in 
1970 during a worldwide Soviet Navy exer
cise, the largest naval exercise ever held. So
viet forces played the roles of both attackers 
and defenders, with the fascinated Western 
allied navies taking ringside seats. A crisis 
was simulated, during which Soviet units 
maneuvered in close proximity to others 
playing the enemy role. Suddenly, a radio 
command from Moscow simulated the trig
gering of scores of missiles aimed at enemy 
aircraft carriers and other ships. It looked 
like another Pearl Harbor attack-but 
against forces underway at sea instead of 
moored in port. 

Once missiles are launched in such num
bers, U.S. Navy aircraft carrier groups as 
now constituted have no adequate defense 
against them. Retaliation by aircraft already 
airborne undoubtedly would hurt the Soviet 
forces badly, but the critical denial of Ameri
can ability to project power ashore already 
would be accomplished. The only way U.S. 
forces could win such an engagement at 
close quarters would be to strike first, per
haps motivated by certain knowledge of im
pending attack-a highly improbable cir
cumsta-nce. 

In times of heightened tension in the 
Mediterranean, such as the 1973 October 
War, the U.S.S.R. has moved strong surface 
and submarine forces into position next to 
American aircraft carrier groups, in effect 
holding a pistol to each of their heads. The 
eastern Med.iterranean is wit hin comfortable 
land-based air range from the Soviet Union. 
and the 6th Fleet is easily outnumbered in a 
Mediterranean submarine buildup because 
of greater Soviet resources. Building another 
nuclear-powered aircraft carrier and a strike 
cruiser is no way to redress that imbalance. 
And yet a balance in the Mediterranean is 
critical to resolution of disagreements in the 
Middle East in a way not inimical to the 
interests of the United States. 

Even when Soviet naval forces are not 
concentrated for a devastating first blow, 
there is acute danger to the aircraft carrier 
group and its logistic support ships from So
viet nuclear submarines. These powerful 
underwater craft are guided by various inde
pendent sensors whose locating information 
is furnished to the underseas craft by radio. 
In spite of almost frantic efforts and brave 
talk by the Navy over many years, the sub
marine threat to U.S. surface forces is grave. 

Attempts to increase the power of the 
echo-ranging active sonars of American sur
face ships sufficiently to detect an enemy 
submarine in time to kill it beyond the 
range of its torpedoes have served, unfortu
nately, to identify U.S. warships better to 
enemy submarines and to provide an aim
ing point at a greater range for listening sub
marines with guided missiles. The improved 
active sonars have not been adequate, even 
to guard against torpedo attack in many 
areas of the oceans where unfavorable con
ditions inhibit the pulsing surface ship 
sonar far more than they do the submarine 
listening sonar. 

Antisubmarine fixed-wing aircraft and 
helicopters employing sonobuoys and other 
devices have enjoyed. some success in favor
able sea areas. But reliable, aU-direction, 
continuous air protection for surface forces, 

including aircraft carriers, is still not possi
ble. Two or more nuclear-powered attacking 
submarines can saturate the defenses of an 
airoraft carrier group, and it is not difficult 
for the Soviet Navy to use several submarines 
in concert. 

The effect of weather is very important. 
Flight operations must be curtailed or can
celled in heavy weather. Surface ship.s can 
proceed only at moderate or slow speed and, 
even then, with ~eat difficulty in areas such 
as the North Atlantic and North Pacific dur
ing protracted periods of the winter months. 
Icing conditions and extreme cold add to the 
adversity. But the nuclear-powered sub
marine is not much affected by weather. It 
can continue to make top speed, and its 
periscope and antennae, should it elect to 
use them, are nearly invisible to the eye 
or radar in spray or waves. The submarine's 
guided missiles do not need a relatively 
steady flight deck. Nor do its launching tubes 
ice up. Its torpedoes are effective except in 
the mountainous waves of a big storm. 

The question of fatigue of men and ma
chines also must be considered. Around
the-clock flight operations required to stay 
in top defensive posture, or to keep a con
stant offensive punch airborne, can stretch 
into weeks during orisis or war. The strain 
was eased in the Vietnam war by using two 
aircraft carriers, each with a 12-hour flying 
cycle, with perhaps another carrier or so in 
the area to assist if need be. With fewer c811'
riers now, it is likely that we have seen the 
end of such a practice, particularly in the 
presence of threatening Soviet forces at sea. 
Each carrier, because of the concentration 
against it, will probably have to keep its 
guard up at all times. As a crisis continues, 
time will work for the Soviet submarine, sur
face and air forces. The numbers of opera
tionally ready aircraft on American car
riers on continuous alert can be expected 
to decrease; spare parts will dwindle, main
tenance men will be hard-pressed. By con
trast, Soviet missiles in their launch tubes 
are not strained by any problem of accu
mulating flight hours. 

A U.S. decision to make first use of nuclear 
weapons at sea would not significantly im
prove America's naval position. Nuclear 
weapons could not successfully ward off sur
prise attack, and the gain in kill capability 
against the enemy would be much more 
than offset by the vulnerability of large U.S. 
ships to nuclear counterattack. And the use 
of nuclear weapons at sea will intensify the 
conflict, increasing the possibility of escala
tion to full nuclear weapon exchange. 

MEETING RESPONSmiLITIES 

The pressing problem for American naval 
commanders is how to go to the aid of our 
treaty partners in the North Atlantic Alli
ance and the Pacific or to support our 
friends, with the present and projected forces 
available, in the teeth of the formidable new 
Soviet forces. The obvious areas where naval 
aid would be needed at the outset of a NATO 
war with the Warsaw Pact powers would be 
the waters off Norway, Denmark and the 
Mediterranean nations. U.S. treaty commit
ments are heavy in the Korean-Japanese area, 
and naval power is indispensable to success
ful defense there. 

Where trea.ties do not exist there are still 
very real responsibilities that could bring the 
United States into direct confrontation with 
the Soviet Union at sea. Latin America and 
Africa may well be the s-cenes of future con
test between the superpowers regardless of 
the present prevailing public mood against 
involvement anywhere. 

The most recent behavior of the United 
States Navy in confrontation with the Soviet 
Union-in the October, 1973, crisis-is best 
described. as force posturing. Soviet com
manders must have been grateful by the po
sitioning of major American aircraft carrier 

forces in the Mediterranean where they are 
easy marks for carefully orchestrated sur
prise missile attacks. However reassuring the 
posturing American fleet may have been to 
the Israelis, or threatening to the Arabs, the 
truth is that the 6th Fleet was staked out for 
sacrifice, deprived of enough sea room for 
defensive maneuver. 

Given that example, it is not hard to 
imagine U.s. aircraft carrier groups ordered 
to move into the Norwegian Sea, and the Sea 
of Japan in som~ future crisis, while others 
maintain the desperately dangerous posture 
in the Mediterranean. The situation would 
bring to mind the movement of the United. 
States fieet to Pearl Harbor just before World 
War II, over the objections of its commander
in-chief. The principle of civilian control of 
the armed forces, obviously, s both sound and 
essential, but civilians are not trained to 
make tactical decisions. To abuse the prin
ciple of civilian control by requiring force 
posturing in crisis-in defiance of sound mil
itary advice-can lead only to disaster. 

It is fair to ask whether there is any alter
native, both in the crisis handling of our 
presently structured sea forces and in the 
balance of types of ships and aircraft that 
should be purchased for the future. Must we 
conclude that our teeth are drawn, except 
when :we take on a lesser power with the as
sent of the Soviet Union? Must we continue 
to buy the kind of forces that continue cur
rently exploitable weaknesses? 

If the aircraft carrier groups of the U.S. 
Navy were not formidable, the U.S.S.R. would 
not have gone to so much trouble to develop 
a counter. There is no other way to keep 
potent airpower across the seas without de
pendence on foreign bases which are fixed in 
place, easier to attack than a carrier, and 
which can suddenly be denied to us for po
litical reasons. The aircraft carrier has by no 
means outlived its usefulness, but it is no 
longer a ''line-of-battle" ship that, protected 
by lesser vessels, can hold its own against all 
comers. It must be held back, hidden to the 
extent possible in the vastness of the ocean 
until the way is prepared for it to perform 
its unique service. 

The "strike cruiser," as yet unbuilt, would 
not be a line-of-battle ship either because it 
is not capable of operating within range of 
hostile Soviet air concentrations or of defeat
ing Soviet submarines. This vastly expensive 
weapon, too, would have to be held back to 
await employment against surface forces. 
But the irony is that those surface forces can 
be destroyed more easily by carrier-based air
craft or submarines. 

BATTLE-WORTHY SUBS 

Today, and for many years to come, the 
really battle-worthy capital ship is the nu
clear-powered submarine. It has the unique 
ability to get close enough to destroy the 
enemy surface ship, using missiles or torpe
does, without great risk, regardless of how 
much air power is ranged against it. The only 
adversary that it really need fear is another 
and better submarine, down in the sea. with 
it, using the same advantages of mobility 
and stealth. 

Suppose that this thesis had been accept ed 
and acted upon in the crisis of October, 1973, 
in the Mediterranean. We would have With
drawn our aircraft carrier groups as quickly 
as possible, while U.S. nuclear-powered at
tack submarines steamed into the a1·ea in 
strength. Each major Soviet warship, surface 
ship or submarine would have been tracked 
down by one of these American submarines. 
With sufficient strength in place, American 
submarines could show themselves in se
quence to their adversaries and then break 
the contact to remain in the vicinity. 

What a dl1ferent outlook for the Soviet 
Mediterranean commander in these circum
stances. The knife 1s at his throat, not the 
American commander's. The important so-
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viet ships are being dogged by submarines 
that can sink them in short order. Yet the 
Russian commander's capability to inhibit 
this attack or even to keep track of U.S. sub
marines is slight, given the qualitative su
periority of the American undersea craft over 
Soviet counterparts and countermeasures. He 
cannot place his surface ships in contact with 
the vulnerable U.S. aircraft carriers and 
other surface units because they are well out 
in the Atlantic Ocean. 

If hostlUties begin, he can envision the 
destruction of most of his fleet, followed up 
by the reentry of the American aircraft car
rier groups into a. Mediterranean cleared of 
most surface and submarine opposition and 
blockaded. by American submarines against 
new Soviet Sea entrances. Soviet maritime 
air power would remain a. threat to the U.S. 
aircraft carriers, but one they are best capa
ble of defeating. 

In recent years the United States and the 
Soviet Union each have maintained a. squad
ron in the Indian Ocean where the oil life
Hnes c•f Japan a.nd Western Europe originate. 
Dut to the great distances involved from U.S. 
bases a.nd the lack of emergency landing 
fields for carrier aircraft, the Indian Ocean 
would seem, a.t first glance, to be an ideal 
operating area. for the proposed strike cruiser. 
If, however, the strike cruiser is built for 
the purpose o! being a. surrogate aircraft 
carrier when and where our thinly spread 
carriers cannot be present, it faces a. Mediter
ranean-like threat. 

As with the aircraft carrier, Soviet surface 
and submarine forces have vulnerable tar
gets for surprise attack in the strike cruiser, 
its escorting surface ships and the ubiquitous 
logistic support ships required by surface 
forces. The best American tactic to guard 
against surprise attack is to withdraw from 
the area, but the d111lculty of locating Soviet 
submarines is such that a. very considerable 
withdrawal would be required. Even then, 
there would be no certainty that the sub
marine missile threat had been shaken off 
unless U.S. submarines stay protectively close 
to American surface forces; but it would be 
better to put our subs near the opposition. 

U.S. submarines stationed near a Soviet 
surface squadron in the Indian Ocean would 
not need to hightail it away to avoid Sllr
prlse attack. Remaining hidden until com
mencement of hostllities, they could sink 
their surface adversaries without fear of 
the enemy's guided missiles. Only the Soviet 
submarines would be dangerous; so far, how
ever, U.S. submarines are markedly superior. 
Should Soviet forces be on the point of some 
intervention in another nation, the presence 
of a number of nuclear-power U.S. sub
marines would let them know that the U.S. 
Navy had the power present to destroy the 
Soviet units without significant risk to itself. 

This is not to say that the presence of sur
face warships in such remote areas is un
desirable. There are times when the flag must 
be shown. And the submarine, powerful 
though it is at sea, is not the symbol which 
the apparently formidable surface warship 
provides to the peoples of unsophisticated 
nations; an unreasonable fear of nuclear pro
pulsion also can inhibit port visits by nu
clear-powered subs. Force posturing does 
have its uses, so long as we do not delude 
ourselves as to the fighting capability of the 
ships involved. We certainly will not delude 
the Kremlin. 

The Chief of Naval Operations, Adm. James 
L. Holloway III, recently wrote, "We need 
ships in proper balance among types: car
riers, surface combatants, submarines, am
phibious and support ships. And, within a 
constrained budget, we need a careful balance 
between high-performance, general-purpose 
forces and less expensive, limlted-mlsslon 
ships we can procure and deploy in greater 
numbers. It 1s these two kinds of balance 
that go into the careful development of our 

shipbuilding programs. These programs will 
enable the Navy to maintain a modern tleet, 
sized to the needs of our future security re
quirements." (Italics added for emphasis.) 

That statement ls sound. The quarrel can 
only be over just what constitutes a "bal
ance" and, perhaps, just what constitute our 
"future security requirements." There can be 
no doubt about the reality of constrained 
budgets and, if we err in strlking the balance 
by building great, expensive, vulnerable sur
face ships, there surely wlll not be enough 
money left to build an adequate number of 
"line-of-battle" submarines, the only type of 
ship that alone can stand up to the Soviet 
air-sea. threat. 

our future naval security requirements can 
be boiled down to a. first-priority need to be 
able to control the seas. If that requirement 
is not fulfilled, then all of our alUes and 
friends, all of our overseas interests and all 
of our vital imports are subject to Soviet 
control. If the Soviet government success
fully denies us the use of the sea, expensive 
but vulnerable forces for power projection 
ashore would be useless, if not already sunk. 
Our only recourse would be a self-defeating 
nuclear exchange--there would be no other 
way to get at the U.S.S.R. 

Even without building the $2 billion air
craft carrier, we have a. substantial number 
of aircraft carriers on hand. These ships and 
their embarked aircraft are individually 
much more potent and sophisticated in pro
jecting power ashore than the older ships and 
planes that were recently retired. Consider
ing the size of the threat to NATO, it may 
be advisable to concentrate the greater num
ber of the carriers in the Atlantic Fleet, plac
ing only those with nuclear power in the 
Pacific Fleet to be able to go to the aid of 
the Republic of Korea and Japan. 

But we would first have to use our sub
marines to sweep away Soviet surface and 
submarine forces in NATO waters and the 
Pacific. The rub is that for years the rate 
of U.S. submarine building has been so low 
that we do not now have enough in being or 
programmed for effective action. These are 
the warships that count the most today and, 
without enough of them, the U.S. Navy does 
not and wlll not control the seas. 

A NAVAL FORMULA 

To regain control at sea., first emphasis 
in U.S. Navy shipbuilding should be placed 
on building a powerful force of nuclear
powered attack submarines. It ls not neces
sary that they all be high-performance sub
marines; less expensive, limited-mission sub
marines are suitable for many tasks, but nu
clear power ls essentia.l for all. Submarines 
alone cannot provide the flexibility required 
to exercise the control of the seas, and they 
cannot be allowed so much of the construc
tion budget that other types of modest-sized 
ships are crowded out. But surface ships that 
cost enormous sums, such as the large air
craft carrier and the proposed strike cruiser, 
should be ellmlnated. 

We must redouble our efforts to regain 
supremacy for our surface forces in elec
tronic warfare and in variety and sophistica
tion of mlsslles. New surface ships should 
be designed to absorb punishment and still 
be able to fight. Since the present and pro
jected Soviet sea forces are the clear dan
ger, every decision about the fleet and air
craft we build should be tested for effec
tiveness in sea combat before capability in 
a land battle 1s considered. 

Adm. Gorshkov has demonstrated the pow
er of a tactical concept when implemented 
in the construction of sea forces. We must 
revise our tactics and modes of operation 
to meet the realities we now face at sea, 
ta.klng particular care to free ourselves from 
the burden of our successful past naval 
actions against shore targets which has the 
U.S. Navy in a dangerous rut. 

There is no reason why American innova
tion and technology cannot master the Soviet 
challenge at sear-if we have the brains, 
the vision and the Will to use our money 
wisely. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I fore
see that the Armed Services Committee 
may be faced with a very difficult con
ference with the House of Representa
tives. The House version of this bill dif
fers in a number of important respects. 
My colleagues are already a ware of the 
great differences of approach and detail 
in the shipbuilding program. The House 
also has not included in this bill legis
lation to achieve the various economies 
recommended by the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, the administration, 
and the Budget Committees. Also, the 
House version of the bill is considerably 
over the budget targets !or national de
fense which we and the House recently 
adopted. 

The Senate Anned Services Committee 
has taken the leadership in presenting 
us with highly important reforms of mili
tary pay and benefits, and with ~ ra
tional, prudent shipbuilding program. 

If we are going to meet our budgetary 
responsibilities, it is important that we 
give these initiatives our strongest back
ing, and encourage the Senate conferees 
to hold :firm on those matters. 

It is equally important that the Armed 
Services Committee move ahead with an 
assessment of proposed legislation per
taining to stockpile sales, inasmuch as 
savings of $750 million from enactment 
of such legislation are contemplated in 
the first concurrent resolution. 

At the same time, we in the Senate 
will have to assume the leadership in 
bringing about other elements of pay re
form contemplated in the national de
fense ta ·gets which do not fall under the 
jurisdiction of the Armed Services Com
mittee. These include legislation to elim
inate the !-percent kicker on retired pay 
for civil service and foreign service em
ployees and legislation on pay for wage 
board employees. This legislation will 
save another $300 million in national de
fense budget authority and outlays. 

Mr. STENNIS. First, I want to thank 
the Senator from Maine, the chairman 
of our Budget Committee, for his very 
fine words and for his fine work, and that 
of the other members of the committee. 

In the :first place, I have learned by 
experience that you have to go, and 
should go, to a conference meeting with 
fellow Members of Congress from the 
House with very high purposes, staying 
as near as you can with our own Cham
ber's bill, but recognizing that they, too, 
have the same high purpose. 

I do not want to say or do anything 
that would reflect any attitude that I had 
any other purpose except to meet in con
ference for a real conference. 

However, looking at these pt·oblems 
that we do have, I said when we reported 
the present bill, Mr. President, there 
would have to be negotiations in the con
ference, and that parts of the bill would 
necessarily be rewritten to some degree, 
and those are just the practical facts of 
life. 

I app1·eciate the Senator's reference to 
the economies that our committee has 
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tried to start in motion, that did not per
tain to hardware, and I do not think any 
of those are included in the House bill. 

There are other matters, such as new 
ships, where there is great variance in 
the two bills, and also what I call the old 
money there which pertains to existing 
contracts for ships. 

But I have always found the House 
conferees willing to get down. knuckle 
down, to the problem, and we have been 
able to come back with bills that are gen
erally satisfactory. 

The fine work that our Budget Com
mittee does underscores and emphasizes 
the difference that the House conferees 
are under as compared to the Senate 
conferees. 

We have a valuable member of our 
committee, the Senator from Georgia 
<Mr. Nmm), who is also a member of 
the Budget Committee, where he also 
carries responsibilities, and I hope he will 
comment upon that difference and just 
bring it out in the open here as to what 
we are up against. 

I pass on then to this point: I want to 
read the Senator from Maine,s remarks 
very carefully. I admire lots of things he 
is doing and his overall purposes. I ad
mire all of them, and before this debate 
closes-before we go into the recess-! 
hope I will be able to make some more 
remarks on this subject matter. But the 
time is short now. We have the Senator 
from New Hampshire here, and the Sen
ator from Georgia who seeks a word, and 
I hope he will say a word now, and then 
we will get the Senator from New Hamp
shire to come in. 

Mr. NUNN. I want to say to both my 
committee chairmen, the Senaoor from 
Maine, the chairman of the Budget Com
mittee, and the Senator from Mississippi, 
the chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee, that you two leaders have 
done an outstanding job in trying to rec
oncile the need for national security and 
a strong national defense with the over
all need for a disciplined budget process. 

I know the Senator from Mississippi 
and the Senator from Maine have cas
cussed it but, unfortunately, what 1s 
evolving in this budget process, as I see 
it, particularly as it relates to the Armed 
Services Committee, is the fact that the 
Senate Budget Committee and the Sen
ate Armed Services Committee and the 
full Senate are doing a very responsible, 
conscientious, dedicated job of trying to 
truly abide by the budget ceilings, and 
succeeding on the Senate side. 

On the House side, as the Senator from 
Maine well knows, the Budget Commit
tee has taken the position that they are 
not concerned about the authorization 
bill passed by the House Armed Serv
ices Committee. 

When we combine those things and 
see, as the Senator from Maine already 
pointed out, that the House, if we com
pare it to the budget resolution, is $1.7 
billion in budget authority above the 
budget target, or somewhere in that ap
proximate neighborhood, while the Sen
aY. is, at this point, $565 million below 
the budget target in budget authority. 
When we combine the fact that we are 
going to have to go to conference with 
the fact that the House Budget Commit-
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tee did not in any way challenge the 
mllitary authorization bill, it puts not 
only the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee but also the Senate Budget Com
mittee into an irreconcilable position. 

I think the budget process is in great 
danger of becoming a one-legged mon
ster unless the House intends to really 
go by the process and intends to take it 
seriously. 

It is obvious to the Senator from 
Georgia that at this point the House 
Budget Committee, based on their lack 
of actions on the House Armed Services 
Committee bill, has not taken the budget 
process seriously and has thereby placed 
the Senate Budget Committee and the 
Armed Services Committee in the Sen
ate into an inevitable confrontation 
when we come back from conference. 
Not only is there a tremendous gap in 
the amounts authorized in the two bills 
between the House and the Senate, but 
also there is a large difference in the 
crucial area of pay restraints. 

The Armed Services Committee has 
gonr beyond what the President asked 
for in pay restraints by about $100 mil
lion. Yet not a single one of those pay 
restraints is in the House bill. 

So unless the Senate conferees are 
able to go into the conference and get 
all the pay restraints agreed to by the 
House conferees and compromise on the 
total amounts authorized somewhere 
about three-quarters in the direction of 
the Senate and one-quarter in the di
rection of the House, then the confron
tation is inevitable and is not the fault 
of either committee but, in my opinion. 
the fault of the failure of the budget 
process to be taken seriously by ihe 
House Budget Committee and by the 
House Armed Services Committee. 

Mr. MUSKIE. I may say, if the Sena
tor will yield, with respect to the House 
Budget Committee and the House budget 
process. that the Budget Committee on 
the House side does face In many re
spects a different, if not more d.itficult, 
problem than we do on the Senate side. 

For example, within our Budget Com
mittee, as the Senator well knows. we are 
able to reach an agreement across party 
lines often in respect to major issues, to 
be able to come to the fioor with that 
kind of bipartisan support on critical is
sues, not all, is a very important plus for 
us. 

Second, the House Budget Committee 
has had a different kind of problem on 
the House fioor in order to get the votes 
for the budget resolution. 

Finally, the House Budget Committee 
must have support, not only of those 
who are for a strong defense, who are 
very articulate, very vigorous and very 
effective on the House side, but also the 
support of those more liberal members 
within our party on the House side who 
feel that defense spending is too high 
and social spending too low. 

So that in producing its budget resolu
tion, the House Budget Committee must 
accommodate both those points of view 
to a greater extent, perhaps, than we 
must sensitize the Senate in order to get 
it for the budget resolution. 

At the same time, on the authorizing 
committee side, that is with respect to 

the Committee on Armed Services on the 
House side, a lot of this legislation, of 
course, originates there and it is a little 
more cli1licult for the House Budget 
Committee to work closely with the 
Armed Services Committee staff on the 
House side. to sort of work to get in the 
evolution of the authorization bill, than 
it is on our side. 

We have found, I think, our staff rela
tionships very good, if I may ask the 
Senator from Mississippi. So we are able 
to work very closely in the development 
of the authorization bill and, to a greater 
extent, than Congressman BROCK AnAKS, 
chairman of the House Budget Commit
tee, finds it possible to do on the House 
side. 

So, there are some differences. The net 
result of it is, just as my two good friends 
from Mississippi and Georgia pointed 
out, that they are put in the squeeze. 

I guess that is the nature of the budget 
process, that if it is to work, a lot of us 
are going to be put into the squeeze from 
time to time. 

I am simply indicating my desire to 
cooperate in that respect. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
from Maine. 

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator 
from New Hampshire. 

Mr. NUNN. Will the Senator from New 
Hampshire yield for just 1 more minute? 

The Senator from Georgia agrees with 
everything the Senator from Maine has 
said except the point that we are put in 
a squeeze. The way I see the situation, 
we are not put in a squeeze, we are put 
in an impossible situatJ.on, unless we 
presume the Senate conferees can go to 
conference and come back with every
thing virtually like it is in the Senate 
bill, and if that happens there would be 
no conference. 

So I do not believe it is going to be 
possible to reconcile these differences 
on the Senate side. 

I would submit, in spite of the d.ifti
culties I know Chairman Adams is hav
ing with the House budget situation, and 
in spite of the great effort he has made 
over there, there is not really much 
sense getting a budget resolution 
through and putting together a coalition 
of votes that would get that resolution 
through if. after it is put through, the 
House Budget Committee is then going 
to ignore the budget resolution, and that 
is exactly what they have done 1n terms 
of the military authorization bill. 

So a budget resolution, per se, means 
nothing unless the House is willing to 
have some discipline in abiding by it. 

As the Senator from Maine knows, 
the Senator from Georgia is a very 
strong proponent of the budget process 
and wants to do everything he can to 
see that it works. But I believe we are 
about to reach a situation where the 
budget process itself is in danger unless 
the House is able to build a coalition 
that really supports the procedures, and 
it is obvious that so far they have not. 

Mr. STENNIS. Will the Senator yield 
to me? 

Mr. MUSKIE. May I make two points 
in response to that? 

Mr. STENNIS. I feel we are obligated. 
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The Senator from New Hampshire has 
waited again. I yield. 

Mr. MUSKIE. .rust two very brief. 
points. 

One, last year, we faced a similar situ
ation and we were able to resolve it. 
This one may be more or less difficult. I 
am not sure. ::3ut we faced a similar one. 

Second, there are two ways in which 
the process can fail. One is the one 
posed by the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia. The other is for both Houses to 
fold on the budget process. 

To say in the Senate that because the 
House is lax we are going to be lax is 
another way to undermine the budget 
process. 

So that if we have the capacity on 
this side to be more effective or strong 
or stem about the process, then I think 
we :Qave some obligation to press that. 

Af some point, we are going to come 
to those crunches, and I understand that. 
I do not want to try to anticipate every 
crunch or what the answer will be and 
I do not want to back off. I am sure the 
Senator from Georgia agrees with me on 
that point. 

Mr. NUNN. I do agree with that point. 
I think the Senator has done a tremen
dous job, not only guiding that budget ef
fort, but also making it very apparent 
as far a-s the Senate is concerned that 
it is going to work. 

I think we ought to continue that pol
icy. I hope the Senate Budget Committee 
will be just as tough in the negotiations 
with the House Budget Committee as 
the Senate Budget Committee presumes 
that the Senate Armed Services Commit
tee is going to be with the House Armed 
Services Committee. 

Mr. MciNTYRE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

BUMPERS). The Senator from New 
Hampshire. 

Mr. MciNTYRE. Mr. President, as 
Chairman of the Subcommittee on Re
search and Development of the Commit
tee on Armed Services, a position which 
I have been privileged to hold since 
February 1969, I would like to speak in 
support of the Committee recommenda
tions on H.R. 12438, the Military Pro
curement Authorization Bill for fiscal 
year 1977. 

But before doing that, Mr. President, I 
compliment my neighbor and good friend 
from the State of Maine (Mr. MusKIE) 
on the very hard work that he is putting 
in on the Budget Committee. 

I was very pleased and interested to 
hear the remarks of the Senator from 
Maine and his compliments to the chair
man of the Armed Services Committee 
<Mr. STENNIS). The chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee has -been very 
aware of the Budget Committee's work 
and we have been reminded of it several 
times during our hearings. 

As far as I am concerned, and the 
members of the Armed Services Com
mittee, we are trying very hard to work 
on this important area of the budget 
which must be successful. 

I might say to the Senator from Maine, 
it squeezes everybody as we try to go 
forward with the budget process. The 
Subcommittee on Research and Devel
opment normally is not in a position, 

Mr. President, to take a hard look at the 
budget recommendations of the admin
istration or the Defense Department un
til well into February. At that time, we 
get what we call the backup statements, 
the rationale, the reasons why the De
partment of Defense feels that certain 
areas need to be explored. Mr. President, 
the date of April 15 is when we receive 
a tentative figure, followed by a :firm 
figure on May 15. This puts a stress on 
the committee to take a hard look at the 
$11 billion to be spent on research and 
development. It also behooves the Sena
tor from New Hampshire, as we move 
into the next fiscal year, to find some 
other mode or method of hearings by 
which we can cover at least 10 or 15 per
cent of that request. We cannot do it, 
I believe, Mr. President, by the formal 
hearings. That will be the problem of 
the subcommittee. 

Before addressing the research and 
development part of the bill, there are 
some general observations which I would 
like to make. 

During the 7 -year period of my chair
manship, and beginning with the re
quest for fiscal year 1970, the subcom
mittee recommended reductions totaling 
$3.9 billion through fiscal year 1976 and 
the 3-month transition period. It is sig
nlflcant, Mr. President, that most of this 
reduction was approved by the Armed 
Services Committee, the Senate, and the 
Congress. 

The reductions which we have recom
mended always have been based upon 
the most thorough review and analysis 
of program detalls, and confirmed by a 
wide range of formal hearings and in
formal discussions with Defense offi.cials. 
These reductions have been specific 
rather than arbitrary, and the passage 
of time has proven that they were not 
detrimental in any way to the ability of 
the Department of Defense to develop 
advanced weapon systems for our com
bat forces. 

It is with :firm conviction that I can 
report that these reductions of some $4 
billion have constituted real savings to 
the American taxpayer. 

Mr. President, this is a year of mes
sages. In this year of Presidential elec
tion and Bicentennial celebration, the 
flow of political messages boggles the 
mind. However, this profuse torrent of 
words, echoed, reechoed, embellished, 
and interpreted by the news media, is 
an essential ingredient in our great 
democracy. Other nations of different 
calling, especially those with monolithic 
types of government, simply cannot 
fathom our free-wheeling and often 
vitriolic public debates and provocative 
contradictory statements of politicians. 
Little do they realize that these are 
healthy manifestations of a political sys
tem which has made us the greatest and 
most .Powerful country in the entire his
tory of the world. 

And this brings me to the subject of 
my speech-to insure that we guarantee 
to our children and the generations 
which follow the same freedom of ex
pression, security and greatness that we 
have been privileged to share in our own 
lifetime. And the only certain guarantee 
of our freedom is the certainty of our 

ability to defend ourselves against all • 
enemies. 

The research and development pro
gram which we are recommending for 
fiscal year 1977 is designed to provide for 
the support of a wide array of major new 
weapons systems, major subsystem de
velopments which are the building blocks 
that are put together to create the most 
advanced new weaponry, and a broad 
spectrum of technology to insure that we 
will lead our potential enemies with 
modem weapons during the remainder 
of this century. 

The committee has made these objec
tives credible and attainable by recom
mending the largest amount ever au
thorized for the R.D.T. & E. appropria
tions. Based upon my own observations 
and experience, the $10.5 billion which 
this bill provides is entirely adequate to 
the requirements of the Department of 
Defense and the Nation. It will not per
mit the Soviets to gain any future tech
nological advantage which could threat
en the security of the United States, if 
these funds are wisely and scrupulously 
administered consistent with the guid
ance and intent of the Congress. 

Let us now examine the budget re
quest as submitted by the Department of 
Defense. The initial request for R. & D. 
totaled $10.9 billlon, an increase of $1.4 
billion or 12.8 percent above the amount 
authorized and appropriated for fiscal 
year 1976. This, too, was the largest 
amoun·t ever requested for R. & D., but it 
is requested to keep pace with inflation. 
Therefore, only $736 million represented 
real program growth. 

Du!·ing the committee markup of the 
bill, the Department submitted a budget 
amendment which included $200 million 
for Navy Research and Development in
volving V fSTOL aircraft and advanced 
missiles to accelerate or initiate a series 
of programs designed to advance our 
capability to control the sea lines of 
communication. Ait:1ough the commit
tee is sympathetic with these require
ments, the request was received too late 
to enable the committee to obtain and 
review the program details and submit 
recommendations to the Senate. The 
budget amendment therefore was de
ferred without prejudice. This means 
that the Department may submit a pro
posed supplemental :ior these items im
mediately after final congressional ac
tion is taken on the pending bill, if the 
items are still required. 

Without considering the $200 million 
add -on, which the House did not act on 
because it was submitted after they had 
acted on the bill, the committee recom
mendation of $10.5 billion is $380.7 mil
lion or 3.6 percent lower than the origi
nal amount requested. It provides $117.5 
million more than ~ras approved by the 
House and is the smallest percentage 
reduction ever 1·ecommended for Re
search and Development by this commit
tee. 

Setting aside the $200 million budget 
amendment, the committee rec~mmen
dation consists of decreases totaling 
$424.3 million which are partially offset 
by increases totaling $43.6 million. In 
terms of real program growth, t:'le com
mittee recommendation provides for an 
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increase of $356 million or 3.2 percent 
over fiscal year 1976. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to report 
that for the first time in a number of 
years, the recommendations of the sub
committ...~ h'l.d t e unanimous support 
of all five members. This is even more 
remarkable when you consider . '.le wide 
diversity of views represented by the 
me::::bership. On the Democratic side, we 
have the junior Senator from Iowa <Mr. 
CULVER) and the junior Senator from 
Vermont <Mr. LEAHY). On the Repub
lican side, we have tl:.e senior Senator 
from Ohio <Mr. TAFT), and the senior 
Senator from Arizona <Mr. GoLDWATER). 

It also is a credit to the excellent stat! 
of the subcommittee and to the personal 
stat! of the subcommittee members, that 
they were able to do so thorough a job 
within a limited period of time in review
ing the mountain of testimony and de
tailed justification material, and provid
ing meaningful recommendations and 
summations as the basis for subcommit
tee deliberations and decisions. 

I must pay a special compliment to my 
goOd friend, Senator CULVER. who, to
gether with the junior Senator from 
Oklahoma <Mr. BARTLETT) reviewed the 
Department of Defense Army tank pro
gram and submitted separate recom
mendations to the committee. I must 
also recognize the hard work of my good 
neighbor from Vermont, Senator LEAHY, 
who did an outstanding job of reviewing 
the total airlift program of the Defense 
Department. My esteemed colleague, 
Senator TAFT, concentrated on the Navy 
ship program and made a significant 
contribution to the subcommittee delib
erations on ship research and develop
ment. And I must recognize the special 
task performed by my good friend, Sena
tor GoLDWATER, who conducted a com
prehensive hearing on the Department 
of Defense training simulator program. 

The subcommittee conducted 26 .hear
ings between February 5 and April 6, 
1976, which included appearances of all 
of the officials of the Department of De
fense with primary responsibility for the 
research and development program.. 
These included the Director of Defense 
Research and Engineering, the three 
service Assistant Secretaries for Re
search and Development, and their mm
tary counterparts. 

Let me now report on the major ac
tions recommended by the subcommit
tee. 

First. Reduction of $62.7 million from 
the $182.5 million requested for the Navy 
sea-launched cruise missile program. 
This decrease applies to the alternative 
variant but approves the full request for 
the tactical missile to support initiation 
of full-scale engineering development. 
The additional $15.3 million included in 
the Navy budget amendment is deferred 
without prejudice. 

Second. Reduction of $32.4 million 
from the $84 million requested for the 
Air Force advanced ICBM program called 
the M-X. This will delay the start of 
full-scale development beyond fiscal year 
1978 pending completion of a study by 
the Defense Department to demonstrate 
the need. 

Third. Reduction of .$25.4 million from. 
the $311.4 million requested for the Army 
ballistic missile defense programs. This 
will maintain an ongoing level of effort 
consistent with prior congressional 
guidance. 

Fourth. Deletion of $3 million re
quested to start development of the Navy 
Trident ll missile as being premature 
because of technical problems still to be 
solved on the Trident I missile. 

Fifth. Reduction of $7.3 million from 
the $29.8 million requested for the Navy 
Seafarer extremely low frequency com
munication system to delay full scale 
engineering development until fiscal year 
1978. 

Sixth. Reduction of $9.5 million from 
the $83.2 million requested for the Navy 
LAMPS ASW helicopter program because 
of a delay in schedule. 

Seventh. Approval of the full $85 mil
lion requested for the Army Roland 
short-range air defense system which is 
being adapted from a joint French
German development. 

Eighth. Approval of the $180 million 
requested to support full scale engineer
ing development of the Army surface-to
air missile system, SAM-D. 

The subcommittee recommended in
creases for four programs, above the 
amount requested, and this was adopted 
by the full committee: 

First, $10 million was added for a new 
program under the control of the Direc
tor of Defense Research and Engineer
ing to be used to evaluate new foreign 
weapons for possible adoption by U.S. 
forces. This could save hundreds of mil
lions of dollars and valuable time if we 
found a weapon that could be used, be
cause we would not have to invest in a 
brand new development. 

Second, $4 million was added to the 
$1 million requested in order to acceler
ate development of the Army area fire 
support rocket system. This capability 
is needed as early as possible to neu
tralize and suppress enemy artillery and 
air defenses. 

Third, $8 mfillon was added to enable 
the Navy to accelerate development and 
introduction into the :fleet of the tactical 
towed array sonar system.. This makes 
a total of $22'.3 mlllion available for this 
important antisubmarine warfare pro
gram. 

Fourth, $200,000 was added to be used 
by the Department of Defense to conduct 
contractual studies relating to opera
tional employment of weapon systems. 
These studies will cover concepts of tac
tical operations as they relate to weapon 
systems, an area which the committee 
feels has not been adequately examined. 

The subcommittee examined the re
search and development proposal for the 
B-1 strategic bomber program and rec
ommended approval of the $482.7 million 
requested. The committee adopted this 
recommendation, and after considering 
the separate proposal for procurement, 
including the first three production air
craft, also recommeds the full amount 
of $1,049,500,000 requested. 

During the past year. joint hearings 
were held on independent research and 
development-I.R. & D.-by the Re
search and Development Subcommittee 

and the Subcommittee on Priorities and 
Economy in Government of the Joint 
Economics Committee led by its chair~ 
man, my good friend, Senator PRoXlii!RE. 
The proceedings were published and 
cover the period from September 17 
through 29, 1975. The hearings were very 
informative and resulted in a series of 
additional questions which were ad
dressed to the Department of Defense. 
The General Accounting Office was 
requested to participate and comment 
on the reply. The requested information 
has been received only recently and is 
being considered by the respective sta1fs 
of the two subcommittees. Therefore. the 
subject of I.R. & D. has not been ad
dressed as part of the action on the pend
ing bill. It will, however, be addressed at 
a later time depending upon the findings 
and recommendatons of the sta1f. 

I would like to take a moment, Mr. 
President. to compliment Dr. Malcolm 
R. Currie, Director of Defense Research 
and Engineering who has done an out
standing job of managing the defense 
research and development program. He 
has demonstrated great courage in trim
ming the Defense R. & D. organization 
by some 6,000 jobs over a 3-year period 
while at the same time diverting a larger 
share of R. & D. funds to the private sec
tor where most of our innovative ideas 
originate. This action promises to in
crease the efficiency of Defense in-house 
organizations while encouraging indus
try, institutions and universities to make 
greater contributions to national defense 
needs. 

Dr. Currie has bolstered defense ad
vanced technology by proposing a 5-year 
plan to increase the level of basic re
search and exploratory development in 
annual increments, above in:flation, of 
10 percent and 5 percent respectively. I 
am pleased to report that the Committee 
is solidly behind this plan and has rec
ommended essentially all of the funds 
requested for these programs. 

The Department of Defense is making 
noticeable progress in demonstrating 
that cooperative research and develop
ment and standardization of weapon 
systems with our allies can be successful. 
There have been some hard lessons 
learned in adapting the European de
veloped Roland system for manufacture 
by U.S. industry. Neither the magnitude, 
nor the complexity of this task was 
adequately anticipated, with the result 
that the total development cost has in
creased. But these lessons have proven 
the practicability of such a conversion, 
and will provide important guidelines 
for future cooperative et!orts. Despite 
the increase in cost, the Army estimates 
that the United States will save more 
than $250 million by avoiding the full 
cost of developing a completely new sys
tem of equal capability. 

Extending this -cooperative attitude to 
standardization of weapons, munitions, 
and other logistic. support of NATO 
forces in Europe will dramatically im
prove their combat efficiency and prom
ises annual savings estimated to exceed 
$10 billion. 

The committee again has demon
strated its full suport of standardization 
by adopting a revision to section 814 of 
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last year's bill which would make it the 
policy of the United States rather than 
the sense of the Congress. I urge your 
strong support of this provision in the 
bill. 

In summary, Mr. President, the 
amount recommended for Research and 
Development is consistent with the gen
eral concern already apparent in the 
Senate and the House, and in the minds 
of our people insofar as I have been able 
to determine, that we must continue to 
be vigilant and well prepared while we 
continue to seek to reduce world ten
sions. While we all hope for a successful 
SALT II agreement, and progress 1n 
Mutual Balanced Force Reductions, we 
must provide insurance against failure. 
And such insurance requires a strong 
R. & D. program which will provide the 
modern advanced weapons essential to 
the defense of our freedom. 

I am convinced that the research and 
development authorization recommend
ed by the committee will provide this 
insurance and urge my colleagues to give 
it their full support. 

As always, Mr. President, I must add 
my compliments for the work and dedi
cation of our chairman, the dJsttngulshed 
Senator from Mississippi, for his fairness 
as he operates and runs the committee, 
and particularly for his leadership and 
his acumen as he cuts through the dif
ficult problems. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I first 
want to underscore a very strong word of 
thanks to the Senator from New Hamp
shire and the members of his subcom
mittee. They have done an amazing job. 
Here are more than $10 billion worth of 
items which they combed through, with 
outstanding hearings, and came out with 
recommendations that are unanimous 
in the subcommittee, unanimously agreed 
to before the full committee, and s-o far 
there has not been any attack made on 
any of their deductions on the floor of 
the Senate, by way of amendments or 
even of comments. It has been an amaz
ing thing to see them able and willing to 
render such a great service. These pro
grams are the very vitals of our military 
program 10, 15, and 20 years from now, 
which underscores the importance of 
their work. 

I especially want to thank the Sena
tor from New Hampshire, and I am sure 
others may wish to add their words of 
commendation. 

Mr. MciNTYRE. I thank my chairman. 
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, first of 

all, long before the establishment of the 
Budget C-ommittee or the new 'budget 
process, my friend from New Hampshire 
was proceeding with typical New Eng
land prudence with respect to the ex
penditure of tax funds for this vital func
tion. I appreciated that long before I 
was chairman of the Budget Committee. 
His tendency to do so is of vital impor
tance for the budgeting process as well, 
so I compliment him on that. 

But I would also like to make a second 
point, a very difficult one, which faces 
all of us, not only with respect to the 
defense function, but with respect to all 
the other functions of the budget. It may 
be more acute, even with respect to the 
defense function. That is, how do we gear 

the process of creativity with the process 
of anticipating futw·e needs in such a 
way that funds can be taken into con
sideration in the development of the con
gressional budget? 

Two years running now, the adminis
tration has submitted to Congress addi
tional requests for major additions to 
the shipbuilding program after the budg
et process has been completed in the 
Congress, and asked us somehow to find 
a way to squeeze these additions into the 
congressional budget resolution. This is 
a problem that has confronted the dis
tinguished Senator from Mississippi two 
years running. It is almost as though the 
people downtown are unaware that we 
have a budget process here that must be 
accommodated. 

For the distinguished Senator from 
New Hampshire to properly give consid
eration to new R & D additions, those 
ought to be brought to his attention early 
enough in the legislative schedule of the 
Senate and of Congress as a whole so 
that he and his committee can give the 
benefit of their judgment to the full 
Committee on Armed Services and to the 
Budget Committee, so that we can take 
it into account when we set the overall 
functional ceilings. 

I must say we have had something 
substantially less than full cooperation 
from the administration in that connec
tion. We have similar problems in the 
social services area as a result of new 
developments in education and new de
velopments in health. New ideas are not 
limited by a budget schedule or a legis
lative schedule. They can emerge at al
most any time. We have a similar prob
lem arising in the security assistance bill 
which will probably be before us some 
time this week, in which my good friend 
from Alabama is keenly interested. 
We are asked to abs-orb them in the 
budget process before we have had an 
opportunity to give either of those prop
ositions the same kind of consideration 
they have in the Executive Branch be
fore they are brought here. 

We have tried to put some pressure on 
by setting May 15 as the deadline for 
the reporting of new authorization hills 
to the Senate and House Chambers. But 
even so, and I daresay that when it is 
reported out in skeletal form on May 14, 
in effect, it violates that deadline be
cause we still must occupy time after May 
15 for the deliberative process to take ef
fect, and then we still have the chal
lenge as to how we absorb it in the 
budget ceilings which we have adopted 
on May 15. • 

I make this point at this time because 
I think the distinguished Senator from 
New Hampshire, with the excellent work 
which he and his subcommittee have 
done in the military priority field, is 
faced particularly with this kind of prob
lem in the work that they do, and I com
pliment him for what he has done over 
these several years of hard labor to which 
his committee has been assigned. 

Mr. MciNTYRE. I thank my good 
friend from Maine. I only add that I hope 
he realizes, as the Senator from Maine 
tries to make this budget process work, 
we are trying to cooperate down at the 
subcommittee level. It becomes very d1f-

ficult. His suggestion to endeavor to have 
the administration inform us earlier, 
with a full backup, is a good one, and 
we will try it. 

Mr. MUSKIE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I also wish 

to commend the distinguished Senator 
from New Hampshire, the chairman of 
the subcommittee, and his very excellent 
subcommittee for their work through the 
years and their dedicated and sincere 
patriotic efforts. 

The distinguished Senator from Mis
sissippi <Mr. STENNIS) said that there 
had been no criticism and no suggestions 
contrary to the recommendations of the 
subcommittee in the Chamber, and that 
I assume was a correct statement at that 
time. However, had I been recognized 
prior to the distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi, which, of course, would not 
be the case because I would then defer 
to the distinguished Senator from Mis
sissippi on recognition. 

But I do wish to comment on one phase 
of the work of the subcommittee, the 
results that they achieved, and the con
clusions that they reached, and to ex
press a difference of opinion. I will not 
say that it is a c1iticism, but it is a 
difference of opinion on the conclusions 
that the subcommittee reached, a-s I 
understand it, and that the full commit
tee followed. 

In this connection, Mr. President, I 
shall comment on the ballistic missile 
defense portion of this bill. I am alarmed 
at the portent of this bill for the systems 
technology program portion of the u.s. 
ballistic missile defense effort. Ballistic 
missile defense is a very serious matter 
with significant U.S. strategic posture 
and arms limitation negotiation conse
quences. It deserves our careful and de
liberate consideration before we elimi
nate or even seriously degrade vital 
strategic defense options for the United 
States. 

The House bill has reduced the ballis
tic missile defense systems technology 
program authorization from the re
quested $118 million to $100 million. 
There were no other adverse actions to 
the requested ballistic missile defense 
programs in the House bill. Our version 
of the bill has also reduced our systems 
technology program by $18 million. 

When I say that I do not mean that 
the House figure was reduced by $18 mil
lion, but that the Senate kept the $100 
million figure that the House had set 
instead of the $118 million requested for 
the program. 

However, in addition, the Senate ver
sion ha-s denied authorization to initiate 
a modest effort to define concepts and 
systems requirements for a limited area 
defense system and, while permitting a 
modest effort to investigate exo-atmos
pheric homing interceptors, the bill we 
are considering specifies that that work 
must be conducted by one of the other 
associated ballistic missile defense pro
grams. 

Mr. President, I believe that we in the 
Senate are sufficiently aware of the slow 
and uncertain result of the strategic arms 
limitations negotiations and the potential 
for proliferation of nuclear war making 
capabilities which are beyond our con-
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trol. I am sure we are all deeply concern
ed over the direction these matters are 
taking. It therefore disturbs me greatly 
to see the Senate seriously degrading a 
program which continues to be a signifi
cant factor in strategic nuclear arms 
considerations and which could provide 
the U.S. with its only option for defense 
against small unsophisticated urban-in
dustrial threats such as we might expect 
from the less technologically advanced 
but nuclear armed countries or terrorist 
groups. 

I might say, parenthetically, that I am 
alarmed at the proliferation of nuclear 
capabilities by many countries through
out the world. I feel that our efforts and 
actions in that regard have contributed 
to this proliferation of nuclear weapons 
capability by the transfer of technologi
cal information to countries throughout 
the world. 

The Senate position of determining 
what areas of research and development 
should be conducted, and by whom, must 
be based on a thorough understanding of 
the complexities and interrelationships 
of ballistic missile defense technologies 
and must be consistent with our positions 
on other related matters. I would like in 
this connection to call the attention of 
the Senate to some pertinent facts. 

First, we are denying to those on whom 
we place responsibility for our national 
defense needed authority to pursue stud
ies on a system which is our best poten
tial answer to accidental or unauthor
ized launch of offensive weapons and 
blackmail threats. Deployment of this 
type of system is prohibited at this 
time by the ABM Treaty, so there is no 
reason to fear an unnecessary deploy
ment just because we are conducting a 
moderate investigation on concepts and 
requirements. 

Second, the ABM Treaty must be re
viewed next year. There is a growing pos
sibility that the Soviets may wish to 
amend its terms or even withdraw from 
the treaty for several reasons, including 
what are term "nth" country threats 
to the Soviet Union; their own success in 
developing a rapidly deployable ballistic 
missile defense system; and their success 
in improving their offensive force ca
pabilities. Soviet ballistic missile defense 
effort appears to be at least 3 to 4 times 
the size of the U.S. level of effort. 

I might say that it seems to me the 
Soviets are in no hurry to reach agree
ment on SALT II. I feel that they re
ceived such an agreement favorable to 
their positions, pretty well freezing in a 
3-to-2 advantage for the Soviets over the 
United States in offensive nuclear weap
ons, that they are in no hurry to reach 
accord on a SALT II agreement. 

Third, as late as last year the Senate 
directed the systems technology program 
be conformed to a sustaining level of 
effort. Now that the program has essen
tially achieved that, we declare that our 
intent is now to be one of a declining 
level of funding and accuse the Army's 
program of being inconsistent with our 
intent. We demanded a broadened and 
more technologically oriented program, 
and we deny and limit the broaden
ing activities. Our inconsistency and our 
tendency to attempt to micro-manage 

research and development programs is 
demonstrably ine:Hlcient and detrimental 
to the cost effectiveness of the programs 
and the products. 

Fourth, the decision which Congress 
makes now will have its serious effect in 
5 or 6 years. That effect is the absence 
of a U.S. capability or option to defend 
itself with a ballistic missile defense from 
whatever threat may exist at that time. 
Mr. President, who among us is so cer
tain that the Soviet threat will have been 
constrained that proliferation will have 
been contained, that nuclear weapons 
will have disappeared, or that a new 
technology will have obviated ballistic 
missile defenses as a viable and cost 
effective response? Who can stand and 
certify our future non-requirement for 
ballistic missile defense systems? Is it 
prudent to begin the dissolution of the 
one program which could produce an ac
tive ballistic missile defense system with 
which the United States could counter a 
future nuclear threat? 

Mr. President, I see in this bill the be
ginning of the dissolution of a national 
strategic program. How does Congress 
expect the U.S. ballistic missile defense 
effort to match the Soviet ballistic missile 
defense technologies, much less retain 
our present technology leaC:., if we inten
tionally go into a declining level of effort? 
The budget reductions alone constitute 
serious damage to a very vital program 
and do not need compounding by the ad
dition of restrictive language. I commend 
the ballistic missile defense portion of 
the House bill to our conferees as the less 
damaging and more competent bill at 
this point. 

Mr. MciNTYRE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ALLEN. I yield. 
Mr. MciNTYRE. Mr. President, I say 

to the Senator from Alabama that we 
understand his concern. I will take a 
good look at the remarks the Senator has 
made. I will certainly take them into 
consideration when we go into conference 
with the House. 

I assure the distinguished Senator 
from Alabama that we have developed in 
our hearing record a considerable 
amount of testimony that, if the Senator 
has the time. will give him an under
standing of and appreciation of what the 
subcommittee and the full committee 
have recommended here. What we are 
recommending is continued support of 
three ballistic missile defense programs 
knc , n as advanced ballistic missile tech
nology, ballistic missile systems tech
nology (formerly site defense), and 
Kwajalein Missile Range. 

We recommend that this program be 
continued at a reduced level of $286 mil
lion. This is $25.4 million less than the 
$311.4 million which was requested. 

However, I remind the Senator from 
Alabama that this is still about $11 mil
lion more than was available last year. 

With those remarks, I assure the Sena
tor of my consideration for his concern. 

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the distinguished 
Senator for his kind and friendly cooper
ation. That has been his attitude 
throughout this discussion. In the many 
discussions I have had with the distin
guished Senator, he has indicated his 

desire to work this matter out to the best 
interest of the system and of our defense 
effort. I appreciate the distinguished Sen
ator's remarks. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, particu
larly while the Senator from New Hamp
shire is in the Chamber, I should like to 
make a brief statement. 

I have at the desk an amendment 
which would restore $77.95 million that 
the Senate Armed Services Committee 
cut from the sea-launched cruise mis
sile-SLCM-program. I have decided 
that I will not call up the amendment. 

I am not a member of the Committee 
on Armed Services, and I am reluctant 
to take issue with the committee on the 
level of funding that is necessary to sup
port research and development of this 
program. I recognize my lack of exper
tise. I am not in a position to refute or 
confirm, for example, the conclusion of 
the House Armed Services Committee 
that the program requires better man
agement. In its report on this bill, the 
committee stated: 

The Committee strongly emphasizes that 
the basis for the reduction in this program 
emanates from the need to better manage the 
program and in no way reflects a lack of S1Lp
port for the cruise missile engineering de
velopment program. (Emphasis in original.) 

I say, frankly, that my concern is not 
so much with the disputes about the spe
cific level of funding as with the appar
ent differences within and without this 
body concerning the merit of cruise mis
sile development, per se. 

There have been suggestions in the 
Senate of late that the United States 
should curtail fw·ther research and de
velopment altogether of long-range 
cruise missiles, either unilaterally or as 
a part of some unsupervised moratorium 
with the Soviet Union. The testing of sea
launched cruise missiles by the United 
States is portrayed by some as a destabi
lizing act which threatens to start a new 
and more dangerous arms race. 

I strongly disagree with such reason
ing. My concern with the present bill is 
that it might be interpreted as support
ing the position of those who would re
strict or eliminate our cruise missile-pro
gram. It is to the merits of the basic pro
gram 1·ather than the level of funding 
that I should like to direct a few re
marks. 

Mr. President, I have a rather lengthy 
prepared statement which I would like 
to summarize briefly at this point, and 
then insert in full in the RECORD. I wish 
to reserve some of my time for a col
loquy which I have requested with the 
distinguished chairman of the Research 
and Development Subcommittee, Mr. 
MciNTYRE. 

These are some of my primary con
cerns: 

The Soviet Union already has deployed 
hundreds of gigantic sea launched 
cruise missiles on nuclear submarines 
and other naval vessels. These SS-N-3 
Shaddock missiles are so large that their 
warheads alone outweigh our entire mis
siles. While their present range is 
thought to be only a few hundred nau
tical miles, with presently available en
gine technology it is estimated that they 
could be modified to travel 1,200 miles 
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or more. And these modifications could 
be made without any change in the 
external appearance of the missile it
self. 

The Soviets are now developing a 
much more advanced SLCM-the SS
X-12-which is reported to have a range 
of 2,000 miles and a speed of mach 2.5, 
with a large nuclear warhead. And since 
this new missile is being built to fit in
side the canisters which now house 
Shaddock missiles on Soviet naval ves
sels, by 1980 it will be almost impossible 
to tell whether the missiles on an Echo
class nuclear submarine are conven
tional weapons with a range of 400 miles, 
or are nuclear-armed with a range of 
thousands of miles. 

The cruise missile ha,s become a cen
tral issue in the strategic arms limita
tion-SALT II-talks. The Soviet Un
ion clearly wants to restrict U.S. devel
opment of these new weapons, and might 
be prepared to make significant con
cessions to obtain some sort of agree
ment. 

Any indication that the Congress is 
likely to unilaterally curtail the cruise 
missile program could undercut the 
President's negotiating position at 
SALT II. 

Without a :firm and specific interna
tional agreement, meaningful controls 
on cruise missiles are virtually impossi
ble. Unlike ballistic missiles, cruise mis
siles can be tested in ways that are ex
tremely difiicult to detect. Much of the 
work can be done in wind tunnels, and 
guidance systems can be mounted on 
small civllian aircraft which would then 
appear to be making a normal :flight. 
Given the gigantic size of Soviet cruise 
missiles, unverifiable alterations in their 
fuel/payload ratio, :flight speed, altitude, 
or fuel quality can result in a several
fold increase in missile range. 

If agreement to control cruise missiles 
is not reached at SALT II, continued de
velopment of this technology could pro
duce substantial benefits to U.S. security. 
The cruise missiles we are developing, in 
spite of their tremendous accuracy, are 
too slow to constitute a first strike threat 
to the Soviets. 

Rather than being the destabilizing 
threat that some have suggested, the 
cruise missile has some very positive 
arms control implications. Its high accu
racy means reduced collateral damage
fewer civilians being accidentally killed. 
Its mobility makes it a difficult weapon 
to target should the Soviets try for a 
first strike kill, and thus it adds to our 
deterrent and increases stability. 

One of the most interesting implica
tions of this new technology is that 
cruise missiles of the future might be 
able to take over many of the tasks now 
assigned to tactical nuclear weapons. For 
example, it has been estimated that with
in an hour of a Soviet inva.Sion of Eu
rope, u.s. or NATO cruise missiles could 
destroy 75 percent or more of the rail 
lines, supply dumps, and electrical 
power the Soviets would need to sup
port such an offensive. Thus, nonnuclear 
cruise missiles might significantly raise 
the "nuclear threshold" -giving us a vi-

able alternative to using nuclear weap
ons in resisting Soviet aggression. 

Mr. President, at this point I have ar
ranged to ask a few questions which the 
distinguished Senator from New Hamp
shire <Mr. MciNTYRE) might wish to 
comment on. 

In the long run, I know that many of 
us would like to see international con
trols placed on cruise missiles. I am 
deeply concerned, however, about recent 
proposals to unilaterally terminate our 
own cruise missile programs-apparently 
in hopes that the Soviets will emulate 
our restraint. I would welcome the com
ments of the distinguished chairman of 
the Research and Development Sub
committee on these proposals. 

Mr. MciNTYRE. I am delighted that 
the able Senator from Michigan and I 
continue to agree that our Nation must 
support an aggressive development pro
gram of cruise missiles. This is an ex
cellent opportunity to make a good 
record on this difficult point. 

The Committee on Armed Services 
recommends precisely such an effort in 
the bill we are currently considering. 
We ask the Senate's support in this bill 
for the development of a formidable 
array of cruise missiles: The Harpoon 
shiP-Or air-to ship cruise missile; the 
advanced Harpoon, the Condor, an air
to-surface cruise missile; the strategic 
air-launched cruise missile, and the tac
tical sea-launched cruise missile. We also 
ask your support of the development of 
the ~emarkable Tercom guidance which 
will give cruise missiles extraordinary 
accuracies. Since the Department of De
fense has the foresight to require stra
tegic cruise missiles to use common 
major subsystems-engines, warheads 
and guidance-and since this bill au
thorizes these developments, we will be 
able to place a long range SLCM into 
the :fleet readily, if required. 

We also ask your support in this bill 
for the development of the advanced 
strate&ic air launched missile and for a 
variety of remotely piloted vehicles 
which may not be strictly cruise missiles, 
depending on one's definition, but are 
related in component technologies or 
military functions. 

I have opposed, in the past, and will 
continue to oppose indiscriminate re
strictions of our cruise missile R. & D. 
I remember that my good friend from 
Michigan supported my successful efforts 
to defeat two amendments in recent 
years which would have done this. 

At the same time, of course, the very 
variety and novelty of the cruise missile 
technologies place a special burden on 
our military planners to develop clear 
doctrine to define missions-in short, to 
discriminate among the military possi
bilities for cruise missiles, so that we can 
avoid wa..ste or duplication, and support 
the more promising applications. 

I trust that answers the question about 
a vigorous program of cruise missiles, 
which this bill certainly has. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. It seems to me that we 
should strive to insure that all of our 
arms agreements · are verifiable-that we 
rely on something more than simply the 

good faith of the Soviets in insuring that 
restrictions are not bypassed in one way 
or another. The cruise missile, it seems 
to me, is a very d.iffi.cult system to con
trol in the absence of onsite inspection. 
I wonder if my colleague from New 
Hampshire would comment on the prob
lems of ·;erification with respect to this 
system? 

Mr. MciNTYRE. The distinguished 
Senator from Michigan raises one of the 
most ba1Hing and unsettling questions 
about this subject when he asks about 
verification. I have looked into this mat
ter quite carefully and I must report that 
none of the approaches to cruise missile 
limitations at SALT can, so far as I have 
been able to judge, be verified independ
ently and with high confidence. 

Much of the effort to limit cruise mis
siles has focused on range which, given a 
constant payload, is primarily a func
tion of engine efficiency and volume for 
fuel. Since the Soviet's cruise missiles are 
very large, and since the Soviets have 
access to more efficient engine tech
nology, they could convert cruise missiles 
currently designed for tactical missions 
into long-range strategic weapons. They 
could do this in violation of a SALT 
limitation, and we could not be confident 
that we could detect it or verify it. 

A second approach to cruise missile 
limitation, stopping flight testing, was 
suggested to the Senate as an amend
ment last December. Although we might 
be able, under certain conditions, to de
tect long-range test ftights of cruise mis
siles, the Soviets could develop and test 
each of the major components of a stra
tegic cruise missile, including especially 
the critical guidance technology, and test 
these components as a fully integrated 
weapon without our being able to con
fidently distinguish it. 

The only limitation which I believe 
would be substantially verifiable Is a 
comprehensive cruise missile ban, but I 
have not heard of this being seriously 
considered at SALT for understandable 
reasons. It would be very difficult to de
fine since the cruise missile family 
touches on a wide variety of weapons 
that we normally do not associate with 
the term. Moreover, I doubt if the So
viets would agree to a comprehensive 
ban since most of their naval offense is 
heavily dependent on antiship cruise 
missiles. 

In sum, the idea that the cruise mis
sile is a dangerous cat about to leap out 
of a bag, as was the case with MIRV's, is 
a fallacy. This cat has been out of that 
bag for at least 20 years. 

The case for a SALT II agreement 
which has a cruise missile limitation in 
it must, in my view, forthrightly recog
nize that we cannot verify such a provi
sion with high confidence. The case must 
be based instead on a cold-eyed judg
ment that the worst risks are sufficiently 
modest, that the concessions we have 
extracted are adequately compensatory, 
and that the need for restraints on the 
arms race are so compelling that, on bal
ance, the treaty, even with this one 
verification weakness, would be in our 
national interest. 
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Mr. GRIFFIN. As I noted earlier, some 

have suggested that the long-range 
cruise missile is a very destabilizing and 
dangerous developmept, because its ex
treme accuracy makes it a potential first 
strike weapon. Does my knowledgeable 
colleague have any views on this 
argument? 

Mr. MciNTYRE. The distinguished 
Senator from Michigan raises a question 
that is especially important to me. As he 
knows, I have opposed and continue to 
oppose what I believe to be dramatically 
dangerous directions in both Soviet and 
United States missile developments de
signed to :fight limited nuclear wars. As 
the Senator is aware, I have been par
ticularly concerned about our effort to 
put the new accuracies on our ICBM's 
because I feel that they will produce hair 
trigger instabilities in a period of inter
national crisis. 

However, the long-range cruise missile, 
despite its very great accuracies, is not 
qualitatively a destabilizing weapon. Be
cause of its long flight time, a rational 
adversary cannot consider it to be a pre
emptive tlu·eat to his retaliatory forces. 
It is no more a first strike weapon than 
a strategic bomber. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. One of the most in
triguing implications of cruise missile 
technology is the role such weapons 
might eventually play in a nonnuclear 
theater role. For example, it has been 
suggested that cruise missiles of the 
future might be accurate enough to 
allow their use as replacements for some 
tactical nuclear weapons-a develop
ment which might raise the nuclear 
threshold. Would the Senator comment 
on this possibility? 

Mr. MciNTYRE. The Senator is quite 
right that cruise missiles equipped with 
TERCOM guidance might well be ac
curate enough to use high explosives to 
perform missions that are currently per
formed by tactical nuclear weapons. 
This may well be a quite promising new 
capability that would raise the nuclear 
threshold. So, I hope that the Defense 
Department's presentation to Congress 
next year will focus on this potential 
application of the cruise missile. 

I would hope Defense's analysis would 
also explore some of the problems that 
a cruise missile might face in this role. 
For example, any change in our nuclear 
umbrella for Europe raises quite sensi
tive political questions with our allies. 
We need to know whether cruise missiles 
can compete successfully with other 
comparable theater weapons, such as the 
Pershing II and F-111, and whether the 
military penalties we would have to pay 
in allocating a portion of a platform's 
:firepower to these new missions would 
be justified. 

This aspect of cruise missiles has 
simply not received enough attention, 
and we neet to know just how great the 
promise and how severe the problems 
are. Of cow·se, these are not so much 
technological issues as they are of policy, 
doctrine and what might be called force 
planning." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. The Soviet Union today 
has the most advanced and most exten
sive air defense system in the history of 

the world. It is my impression that the 
large part of this system would be inef
fective against modem cruise missiles, 
and that for the Soviet Union to con
struct an effective defense against such 
weapons would cost many billions of dol
lars. If so, it would seem to me, this 
would be beneficial from an American 
point of view. For certainly it is better 
for them to spend their resources on de
fense measures rather than on offensive 
measures. I would welcome the views of 
the gentleman from New Hampshire on 
this matter. 

Mr. MciNTYRE. The distinguished 
Senator from Michigan is correct. Our 
strategic cruise missile developments give 
us significant leverage on the Soviet 
defense dollar. ·It certainly is better 
for us to motivate them to spend 
their resources on defensibe rather 
than offensive weaponry. We explored 
this carefully in hearings with the De
partment of Defense and I can assure 
my friend from Michigan that the com
mittee's support of strategic cruise mis
sile technology in this bill is based, in 
large part, precisely on this reasoning. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I thank my colleague 
from New Hampshire very much. He has 
done and is doing an outstanding job as 
the chairman of the Research and De
velopment Subcommittee of the Armed 
Services Committee. 

I think his incisive comments helped 
to build a needed record on this subject 
which otherwise would not be here, and 
I hope it will be useful in some of the 
future debates we may have on this very 
important subject. I thank the Senator 
verymuch. . 

While it would be a mistake to pretend 
that we are in total agreement about all 
aspects of the cruise missile program, I 
am reassured by my colleague's strong 
support for the concept in general. 

More importantly, I am convinced that 
in recommending these reductions, the 
Armed Services Committee was not try
ing to kill the program. 

I note also that the House of Repre
sentatives made similar cuts in the sea 
launched cruise missile program, and I 
am impressed by the reasoning con
tained in their report. The House Com
mittee stated: 

The strategic variant of the Sea Launched 
Cruise Missile and the Air Force Air 
Launched Cruise Missile can effectively use 
the same engine, navigation-guidance sys
tem, and warhead. The tactical variant of 
the Sea Launched Cruise Missile is intended 
to use the Harpoon engine, Harpoon guid
ance, and Bullpup warhead. Further, the 
strategic and tactical variants use a com
mon airframe. 

In view of the prospects for commonality 
and the fact that many of the sub-systems 
are "on tbe shelf," the committee believes 
that the Department of Defense has not pro
vided adequate justification for a $260 mil
lion request for the development of the Air 
Launched and Sea Launched Cruise Missile. 

The House committee concluded that 
in its view, the level of funding author
ized would be adequate to permit the de
velopment of the Navy's cruise missile 
program. The Defense Department was 
invited to request a reprograming ac
tion-which if adequately justified would 
be given prompt consideration-should 

the approved level of authorization prove 
unduly restrictive of timely and emcient 
progress. 

This was the House language, not that 
of the Senate Armed Services Commit
tee. 

Mr. President, I have decided not to 
call up my amendment at this time. I 
believe that the differences between my 
own position on cruise missiles, and that 
expressed by the articulate chairman of 
the R. & D. subcommittee, are consider
ably less significant than they appeared 
to be. Differences still remain, but these 
can safely be left for the House-Senate 
conference to resolve. 

Recognizing the differences which do 
exist, I would nevertheless urge my col
leagues who will represent the Senate in 
the conference to give consideration to 
the views which I have expressed. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of my prepared re
marks, with footnotes, appear at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE CRUISE MISSILE 

It would be a tragic folly for tbe Congress 
to limit America's cruise m.isslle program. To 
do so would be a disservice to the national 
security of the country, and to the cause of 
international peace and stabllity. 

SOVIET CRUISE ~SILES 
It has been argued that continued U.S. re

search and development of cruise missiles 
wlll add a new element to the strategic arms 
race. This reasoning conveniently ignores the 
fact that the Soviet Union has for several 
years been developing and deploying cruiSe 
missiles-and has rejected U.S. initiatives to 
ban such weapons. 

In recent years Soviet submarlnes armed 
with SS-N-3 "Shaddock" cruise missiles have 
been reported operating periodically in the 
Caribbean Sea.1 In terms of size, this Soviet 
missile is a monster when compared to the 
cruise miBsUes being developed by the United 
States. It is thirteen times heavier 2--its war
head alone weighing more than either of our 
entire missiles.a It is over twice as long, and 
has three times the diameter of our sea
launched mlsslle.' 

While it is true that in its normal config
uration the SS-N-3 "Shaddock" has a range 
considerably below that planned for the new 
American missiles !~-experts assert that with 
current SoViet technology its range could be 
extended greatly. For example, an official of 
the prestigious London-based International 
Institute for Strategic Studies recently wrote: 

"[W]ith available engine technology ... 
the SS-N-3 could be modified to achieve a 
maximum range of 1,200 miles. Even longer 
ranges might be obtained by programing the 
SS-N-3 to fly at higher altitudes, an option 
not open to the United States because or 
heavy Soviet air defenses." & 

And if this is not enough, the Soviets are 
already developing a more modern sea
launched cruise missile-the SS-X-12-which 
is reported to have a maximum speed of 
Mach 2.5, and an ability to deliver a large 
nuclear warhead 2,000 nautical m1Ies.1 Ex
pected to be deployed in 1980, this new Soviet 
weapon will be interchangeable with the 
older SS-N-3, which is currently deployed on 
about 40 Echo-class Soviet nuclear subma
rines, as well as on older Whiskey- and 
Juliette-class diesel-powered submarines, 
and on Kynda- and Kresta.-cla.ss Soviet 
cruisers.s 

Footnotes at end of article. 
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Under the circumstances, this Senator Is 

not impressed with the MgUment that re
search and development on American cruise 
mlsslles wUl start a new arms race. I only 
wish some of my colleagues showed the same 
concern about the ss-N-3 and BS-X-12 that 
they do about the misslles our own country 
is developing. 

tJNDERCUTl'ING SALT NEGOTIATIONS 

It seems to me that one of the most power
ful arguments against unilateral restraint Is 
that the cruise misslle has become a centzral 
issue in the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks. 
The Soviets are clearly concerned about our 
new programs--cruise m1ssiles are one area 
where we have a substantial technological 
lead on the Russians.• 

Perhaps the President will decide to re
strict our cruise misslle program, in return 
!or major Soviet concessions at SALT. I am 
not a party to the negotiations, and I don't 
know what the results will be. But there is 
no doubt ln my mlnd that it would be a 
tragedy 1! Congress were to undercut the 
President's negotiating abllity by arbitrarily 
and unllaterally restricting only our cruise 
m.lsslle program. The Soviet negotiators are 
unlikely to make concessions in order to limit 
U.s. cruise misslles, if they believe the United 
States COngress will do that !or them. This 
consideration alone, it would seem to me, is 
enough to outweigh any arguments in favor 
of unilateral restraint. 

A number of newspapers have reported 
that d.lscusslons at the SALT negotiations 
have linked the American cruise m1sslles with 
the new Soviet .. Backfire'' bomber-that the 
U.S. might accept some llmits on cruise mis
slle deployment in return for limits on the 
Backfire. But 1! Congress should limit our 
cruise mtsslle development-without a quid 
pro quo-there is no reason to believe the 
Soviet Union will make any concessions on 
Backfire. 

Why Is Backfire important? Let me read 
from a monograph publlshed earlier this year 
by the Centel" for Advanced International 
Studies at the University of Miaml, in asso
ciation with the International Security 
Studies Program of the Fletcher School of 
Law and Diplomacy at Tufts University: 

"Since cruise misslles have the potential to 
pose a sl.gn.Ulcant threat to Soviet territory, 
the Soviet Union has held that they are stra
tegic systems and must be subject to SALT 
llmltations. Backfire, on the other hand, is 
not a strategic system. Moscow contends, 
since it was designed for use as a peripheral 
theater weapon and has a range of only 3,570 
m.lles, when flying at supersonic speeds, and 
thus should not be considered for discus
sion at SALT. 

"Nevertheless, Backfire flying a supersonic 
profile is a central strategic system if refueled 
or forward-deployed, the criteria according to 
which the U.S. B-52 has been defined as 
strategic in SALT. A subsonic profile, which 
would greatly enhance its range capability, 
is also possible for Backfire since U.S. air 
defenses are virtually nonexistent. Flying 
subsonically and calTying a 10,000-pound 
payload, Backfire lf deployed from .any m~jor 
operational air base in the SoVlet Un1on, 
could strike all targets in the continental 
United States and return to the Soviet Union 
without refueling. Carrying a 20,000-pound 
payload, Backfl.Ie, unrefueled, could strike 
98 per cent of targets in the United States 
and return to its home base." 10 

And this is only talking about the original 
verslon of Backfire. It does not take into ac
count the more advanced version-Backfire 
B-which reportedly has a 40 per cent greater 
range, and is equipped with a flight refueling 
nose probe.n 

UNILATERAL RESTRAINT WON'T WORK 

One of several fatal flaws in the reasoning 
of those who oppose U.S. cruise missile de-

Footnotes at end of article. 

velopment is that it is premised on unilateral 
restraint and/or unsupervised moratoria. At 
bes<; this Is a naive approach to providing 
for America's national security. 

The United States began experimenting 
with cruise misslles around 1953 with the 
Regulus program. By the early 1960's we had 
ternlnated all but two programs (Hound 
Dog and Mace) , and for the past six years 
we have devoted relatively little money and 
attention to development of this type o! 
weapon. 

In contrast, during a period when U.S. at
tention was decllnlng, the Soviets undertook 
a massive program which leaves them today 
with no less than six different cruise mlsslles 
in operation, and others on the drawing 
board.u 

If unilateral restraint on our part were 
effective ln curbing Soviet arms develop
ment, why do we now face the threat of 
thousands of Soviet cruise missiles? 

Another example comes readlly to mind. 
It was only a.fter the United States com
mitted itself to development of an Anti
Ballistic Mlsslle ( ABM) that the Sovi.et Union 
expressed an interest in negotiating lim.lts 
on such systems. 

Past experience has shown that the Soviet 
Union is unlikely to give up something for 
nothing. Only when they have been con
vinced that the United States was prepared 
to match or exceed Soviet efforts have Soviet 
leaders shown a w1llingness to negotiate ser
iously. 

Experience has also shown that the dec
laration by the U.S. of an unsupervised mora
torium on weapons-testing seldom produces 
results that serve the long-term security 
interest of the United States. True, the 
Soviets might agree to ban testing of a cer
tain kind of weapon-especlally 1! the United 
States enjoys a slgnlficant technological 
lead-but the moratorium only lasts untll 
the USSR has closed some of the gap and 
needs to perform more tests of its own. Our 
experience with nuclear test moratoria dur
ing the Eisenhower and Kennedy years 
should have taught us this. 

On August 30, 1961, the Soviet Union 
began a series of high-altitude, high-yield, 
nuclear explosions-terminating an unsuper
vised testing moratorium that had lasted 
nearly three years. Shortly thereafter U.S. 
Ambassador to the U.N. Adlai Stevenson told 
the General Assembly: 

"And no doubt, when the present sequence 
of tests reaches tts catacylsm.lc conclusion, 
the Soviet Union will piously join in the 
movement !or an uninspected moratorium. 
Let us be absolutely clear what an unin
spected moratorium means. A moratorium 
serves the cause neither of peace nor of in
ternational collaboration, nor of confidence 
among nations. We were all in this trap be
fore. We cannot afford to enter it again. The 
United States will not do so." u 

As predicted, as soon as the Soviet tests 
were concluded Moscow proposed a new 
moratorium. In response, President John F. 
Kennedy said: 

"We know enough now about broken nego
tiations, secret preparations, and the advan
tages gained from a long test series never 
to offer again an uninspected moratorium. 
Some may urge us to try it again, keeping 
our preparations to test in a constant state 
of readiness. But in actual practice, particu
larly in a society of free choice, we cannot 
keep topflight scientists concentrating on the 
preparation of an experiment which may or 
may not take place on an uncertain date in 
the future." 14 

PROBLEMS OF VERIFICATION 

In August, 1962, President Kennedy em
phasized the importance of insuring that 
international arms control agreements be 
both binding and verifiable: 

"Gentlemen's agreements and moratoria. do 
not provide the types of guarantees that a.,.e 

necessary. They do not give assurance against 
an abrupt renewal of testing by unilateral 
action. This is the lesson of the Soviet Gov
ernment's tragic decision to renew testing 
just a year ago. Nor can such informal ar
rangements give any assurance against secret 
underground testing." 1li 

It should not be necessary for me to 
emphasize the importance of verifiable 
agreements to my Senate colleagues-the re
cent controversy over compllance with SALT 
I has made all of us painfully aware of this 
problem. Indeed, within the last month
when we approved Senate Resolution 406-
the Senate went on record calling for agree
ments which are verifiable. 

But perhaps it is useful to discuss some of 
the verlflcation problems particular to the 
cruise missile-some of the difficulties which 
led Dr. Fred Ikle, Director of the U.S. Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, to assert 
in a State Department news conference that 
"By comparison with these problems, the dis
pute we now have on occasion about the 
questions of violations or compliance of 
SALT I agreements would be a Sunday school 
picnic." 18 

To begin with, it is far more difficult to 
conceal testing or development of a ballistic 
mlsslle than a cruise missile. A study by the 
Congressional Research Service of the Li
brary of Congress notes: 

"Cruise mlsslle testing, unlike ICBM and 
SLBM testing, can be easily concealed. 
Cruise missiles, being aerodynamic vehicles 
designed to cruise subsontcally at very low 
altitudes, have characteristics such as speed, 
range endurance, installed powerplant reli
abllity, subsystems operation, and numerous 
other performance qualities that could be 
measured In wind tunnels; verified while 
mounted on the wing-pylon of an aircraft; 
and demonstrated as an autonomous system 
through free flight over a circuitous route 
which may or may not terminate at its point 
of origin." 17 

Similarly, Dr. Ikle has noted: 
" ... [C]ruise missiles do not have to be 

tested to the full range, much as a Boeing 
747 can be tested by flying it from New York 
to Chicago, and you know it can fly to Los 
Angeles-so cruise missiles can be tested at 
shorter ranges. In addition, it is possible to 
conceal the tests." 18 

At present, perhaps the most important 
advantage the United States has over the 
Soviet Union in cruise m.lsslle development 
is guidance technology. But Dr. Ikle tells 
us that "guidance can be improved by test
ing it on aircraft instead of cruise missiles, 
by testing it to shorter ranges, or by test
ing it in a concealed fashion." 111 This state
ment 1s verified by the fact that testing of 
the American "TERCOM" guidance system
to be used in our own cruise missiles--was 
first carried out by mounting the equipment 
on a McDonnell Douglas Queen Air aircraft.~0 

A similar practice by the Soviets would allow 
them to close this key technological gap dur
ing what would appear to us as routine small 
aircraft flights. 

Another aspect of cruise missiles that 
cannot be verified short of on-site inspection 
is range. It is not enough, for example, to 
simply agree that no cruise missile can be 
deployed having a range greater than 600 
kilometers-as some of our colleagues have 
recently suggested.:u. There are simply too 
many variables that can be changed or im
proved without any external change in the 
appearance of the missile. By reducing the 
size of the warhead and adding more fuel, 
the range can be significantly increased. By 
testing a missile with one fuel, and later 
secretly replacing that with a more efficient 
fuel, range can be increased. By reducing 
speed, or flying at a higher altitude, addi
tional increases in range are possible. And 
since these sorts of modifications can be 
carried Ollt secretly with lit tle difficulty in 
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the absence of on-site inspection, there is no 
way to determine from its external appear
ance whether a given missile has a range of 
hundreds of k.llometers or of thousands of 
miles-or whether it is armed with a con
ventional or a nuclear warhead, for that 
matter.= 

The problem of verification is even more 
complex in the case of the Soviet SS-N-3 
"Shaddock," since the Russians are build
ing a considerably more advanced anc1 
longer-ranged cruise missile-the S~X-12-
which can be deployed in the existing "Sha'i
dock" canisters on Soviet naval vessels. It 
would be virtually impossible to tell by ex
ternal appearance whether a particular So
viet nuclear submarine was armed with (1) 
a conventionally-armed BS-N-3 with a range 
of 400 miles; (2) a nuclear-armed SS-N-3 
with a range of 1,200 miles; or (3) a nuclear
armed BS-X-12 with a range of 2.000 miles. 

Clearly something greater than unilateral 
restraint or an uninspecte<1 moratorium is 
going to be necessary if meaningful controls 
are to be placed on cruise miss1les. 

Perhaps it is appropriate to point out at 
this time the tremendous disadvantage the 
U.S. would incur-even if range veriftcatlon 
became possible--by accepting the Soviet
proposed 11m1t of 600 ldlometers on lan4-
and sea-launched cruise mlss1les. I bring this 
up because the 600 kllometer figure has ap
parently become popular with some of my 
colleagues.~ 

Even a cursory glance at U.S. and Soviet 
geography and demography show why the 
600 kilometer figure was selected by the Rus
sians. The signlficance was recently noted in 
a scholarly monograph: 

"Soviet cruise misslles, llmlted to a range 
of 372 miles [t.e., 600 kUometers], and stand
ing off at 100 fathoms, could place at risk 69 
percent (144,011,000 persons) of the popula
tion of the United States .••• All of the popu
lation of Japan and the maJor cities of West
ern Europe lie within 372 miles of the coast 
and could be struck from Soviet submarines 
equipped with cruise misslles fired from the 
100-to-200-fathom line off the coast. In con
trast, only about 15 percent of the popula
tion of the Sovtet Union, or about 34.5 mil
lion persons, and less than 8 percent of So
viet defense/industrial sites. would be vul
nerable to cruise missiles with a range of 372 
mlles."u 

Now it may be that for reasons not now 
apparent, the President will chose to accept 
the 600 kllometer range llmitation on cruise 
missiles. Arms negotlatlons are a complex 
matter. But I sincerely hope that the senate 
will not attempt to pressure him into that 
position. 

ARMS CONTROL IMPLICATIONS 

While we might suppose that people who 
are experts in the arms control business 
would oppose development of any new weap
ons, this is not always the case. The cruise 
mlsslle, for example, has a strong following 
among advocates of arms control. 

To begin with, from an arms control per
spective the cruise misslle is generally a 
stabilizing weapon. Its incredibly high ac
curacy would normally cause concern that it 
might serve as a "first strike" weapon-aimed 
at catching the other side by surprise and 
destroying his missiles in their silos. The 
development of such weapons, it is argued, 
make it more likely that the other side will 
decide to "launch on warning"-flrlng all of 
its miSSlles at the first sign of trouble to avoid 
having them destroyed. 

Because of its slow (subsonic) speed, how
ever, the strategic cruise missile being devel
oped by the United States 1s unlikely to be 
perceived as a "first strike" threat. As the Di
rector of the U.S. Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency told a subcommittee of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee re
cently; 

"[Cjrulse missiles travel not at the speed 

ot ballistic missiles but they take hours if 
they travel more than a few hundred miles. 
Therefore. we would provide advanced warn
ing. Therefore, they are less suitable !or a 
surprise attack." 2:. 

Also, because cruise misslles are relatively 
small and maneuverable, they are less vul
nerable to surprise attack. Their very ex
istence makes it less likely that an enemy 
will calculate that lt can catch us off guard 
and destroy our offensive capability in a sur
prise attack. This adds to our nuclear de
terrent. 

U.S. development of a strategic cruise mis
sile would also have a desirable Impact on 
Soviet defense spending. Presently the Soviet 
Union has the most elaborate air de!ens2 
system in the history of the world, with 2,600 
interceptor aircraft, 4,000 air defense radars. 
and about 12,000 surface-to-air missile 
(SAM) launchers.• But with the exception 
of only the most heavily protected targets-
which would be vulnerable to a manned 
bomber Hke the B-1-the existlng Soviet atr 
defense forces are not effective against low
flying cruise missiles. To deal effectively with 
a ·cru1se m1ssf.le threat, the Soviets would 
have to invest large quantities of time and 
money into defensive systems rather than 
ofl'ensive ones--and that means they would 
be bulldlng fewer mlsslles to a.1m at the 
United. states or lts antes. 

Dr. Malcolm CUrrie. Director of the De
fense Department's Defense Re:search and 
Engineering section, testified before the 
Armed services Committee Jsst year that "it 
would cost many, many billions of dolla.rs" 
for the Soviets to deploy an efl'ective defense 
against cruise missiles, and concluded "we 
would like to force them by our own strategy 
into expenditures under defense rather than 
o1l'ense.''!!7 

This added financial burden. coupled with 
the additional non-ballistic m1sslle threat, 
might also cause the Soviet Union to re
consider its research on ABM systems. 

Perhaps the most valuable contribution 
cruise ml.sslles might make to arms control 
results not from Its nuclear role, but from 
the potential tt has for delivering powerful 
non-nuclear warheads with tremend()US ac
curacy over a reasonably long distance. In 
this role, the cruise mtsslle could quite pos
sibly replace many of the so-called "tactical" 
nuclear weapons we now rely on 1n Europe 
and elsewhere to meet our security commit
ments-.a.nd in so doing it could reduce the 
chances of a confllct becom1ng nuclear. Rich
ard Burt, of the International Institute for 
Strategic Studies, writes: 

"Perhaps even more intriguing than the 
cost advantages that might stem from the 
tactical use of cruise missiles is the sug
gestion that highly accurate, conventionally
armed cruise missiles could carry out tasks 
now assigned to tactical nuclear weapons. 
Thus, some observel'S have argued that the 
deployment o! these precision-guided sys
tems by the United States and possibly by 
their NATO allies could have the efl'ect of 
delaying the necessity to resort to nuclear 
weapons ln the European theater in time of 
confllct, thus raising the •nuclear thresh
old.' " 311 

In support of this argument, it has been 
asserted that using non-nuclear warheads, 
cruise mtsslles could "destroy in an hour 75 
per cent or more of the rail lines, supply 
dumps, and electrical power the Soviets need 
to sustain a conventional assault against 
Western Europe." 20 

In other words, the program which is un
der attack by some of our colleagues has the 
potential of providing the United States with 
an a.l'ternative, 1n the defense o! Europe, to 
surrender or having to use nuclear weapons. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. President, for the Senate to attempt 
to curtail our cruise missile program would 
be the height of folly. 

It would undercut the President of the 
United States in his strategic arms llmltatlon 
negotiations with the Soviet Union, and in 
the process would deprive the country of a 
stabilizing, cost-efl'ectlve system that re
duces the likelihood of nuclear war. 

The money in this m111tary procurement 
bill does not commit the United States to 
buy large numbers ot strategic cru1se mis
siles. That decision is left for the future. 
Here, we are talking only about money for 
research and development (R&D) . 

According to recent estimates by the Cen
tral Intelligence Agency, during the past 
two years the Soviet Union has been out
spending the United States in the critical 
area of R&D by about 50 per cent. 

This estimate is supported by Air Chief 
Marshal Andrew Humphrey-commander or 
both the United Kingdom Defense Region 
of NATO, and the Royal Air Force Strlk:e 
Command-who earlier this month stated: 
"Russia is spending more on mllltary re
search and development than the whole of 
the Western world put together." so 

The House of Representatives has already 
passed this bill, having recognized in its re
port "the urgent requirement for both tacti
cal and strategic cruise missile capabllity for 
our naval forces." 

It ls my strong hope that the senate will 
do nothing to weaken this posture. 
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Mr. MciNTYRE. Mr. President, I will 
just say to the Senator from Michigan 
that the opportunity to answer the va
rious questions concerning the cruise 
missile and to lay out for the RECORD 
some of the difficulties and intricacies is 
very helpful. I appreciate very much the 
withdrawal of the amendment on this 
delicate matter and I trust and hope the 
cruise missile technology that the Sen
ator is so concerned with will go ahead. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I would like 
to say a few remarks about our strategic 
cruise missile programs. In the past I 
have voiced some concerns about their 
potential adverse effect on the strategic 
arms limitations efforts. I still feel that 
we must be sensitive to the verification 
problems associated with this new 
weapon system. 

But all in all, I have come to believe 
the cruise missile is an extraordinary 
weapon that will play a leading role in 
our future defense posture. 

First, the cruise missile is relatively 
nonprovocative in that it cannot be the 
basis of a first-strike force. The :flight 
time of the cruise missile is such that it 

could not be used in a coordinated first 
strike on an enemy. 

Second, the cruise missile is relatively 
inexpensive. Some sources say it will cost 
as little as a half million dollars per copy. 

Third, the cruise missile is probably 
more accurate than any other strategic 
weapon we have. It will be able to strike 
its target with an error measured in tens 
of feet. 

Fourth, the cruise missile would seem 
to be capable of penetrating intensive 
antiaircraft defenses. Navy sources claim 
that the radar cross section of a cruise 
missile is about that of a sea gull. 

Fifth, the American versions of the 
cruise missile will have the capability of 
skimming along at several tens of feet 
above the earth. This capability would 
allow them to fly under enemy radar net
works. I might add here that some have 
said the Soviet Union possesses a cruise 
missile capability, but as a matter of fact. 
none of their cruise missiles can hug the 
ground as do ours and strike with the 
accuracy that ours will have. 

For these reasons, I believe this coun
try should pursue development of a cruise 
missile to capitalize on the long lead we 
have over the Soviets in this crucial new 
area of weapons technology. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I want 
to add a word to the colloquy here. I 
thank the Senator from Michigan very 
much for his interest and his fine knowl
edge of this highly important matter. Of 
course, the Senator from New Hamp
shire's answers speak for themselves. 
They are an illustration of the depth of 
this subcommittee's work past findings 
and recommendations and recommenda
tions for years ahead. which show up. I 
appreciate very much the way the Sen
ator from Michigan has worked on this 
matter and I think he has some sound 
conclusions. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ask un
animous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
during the consideration of the mllitary 
procurement bill <H.R. 12438) and votes 
thereon today, I ask unanimous consent, 
on behalf of Mr. KENNEDY, that Marc 
Ginsburg may have the privilege of the 
fioor, and on behal:? of Mr. JACKSON, that 
Richard Perle may have the privilege of 
the floor. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. GRIFFIN. For the information of 
the Senate, Mr. President, would it be 
correct to state that at 12:30 the first 
vote will come on a motion to reconsider 
the vote by which the Senate rejected 
the nomination of S. John Byington to 
be a member of the Consumer Product 
Safety Commission? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is cor
rect. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. And that a Senator who 
believes that the motion to reconsider 
should be adopted would then vote 
against it or a no vote on the motion to 
table, which would be the first vote? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I thank the Chair. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

NOMINATION OF S. JOHN BYINGTON 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the 
the previous order, the hour of 12:30 
p.m. having arrived, the Senate will go 
into executive session and proceed to 
vote on the motion offered by the Senator 
from West Virginia (Mr. ROBERT C. 
BYRD) to table the motion offered by the 
Senator from Maryland <Mr. MATHIAs) 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
nomination of Mr. Byington to the Con
sumer Product Safety Commission was 
rejected. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 

that the Senator from South Dakota 
<Mr. ABOUREZK) • the Senator from Ida
ho <Mr. CHURCH), the Senator from 
Wyoming <Mr. McGEE), the Senator 
from New Mexico <Mr. MONTOYA), the 
Senator from California (Mr. TuNNEY), 
the Senator from Rhode Island <Mr. 
PASTORE) are necessarlly absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Montana <Mr. MANsFIELD), the 
Senator from North Carolina <Mr. MoR
GAN), the Senator from Alaska <Mr. 
GRAVEL), and the Senator from South 
Dakota <Mr. McGovERN) are absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Wisconsin <Mr. NELSON) is absent at
tending the funeral of Horace W. Wilkie, 
Chief Justice, Wisconsin State supreme 
court. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Rhode Is
land <Mr. PASTORE) would vote "nay." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announee that the 
Senator from Hawati <Mr. FoNG). and 
the Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
HELMs) are necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Massachusetts (Mr. BROOKE), the Sena
tor from Oregon <Mr. PACKWOOD), the 
Senator from Kansas <Mr. PEARSON) , 
and the Senator from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
HUGH ScoTT) are absent on official 
business. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Pennsyl
vania <Mr. HuGH ScoTT) would vote 
"nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 38, 
nays 45, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 192 Ex.) 

YEA&-38 
Bayh Ford 
Bentsen Hart, Gary 
Biden Hartke 
Bumpers Haskell 
Burdick Hathaway 
Byx·d, Robert C. Huddleston 
Cannon Huxnpbrey 
Case Inouye 
Chiles Jackson 
Clark Kennedy 
Cranston Leahy 
Durkin Magnuson 
Eagleton Mcintyre 

Metcalf 
Monda.le 
Moss 
Muskie 
Percy 
Proxmire 
Ribicoff 
Roth 
Schweiker 
Stone 
Symington 
Williams 
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Allen 
Baker 
Bartlett 
Beall 
Bellm on 
Brock 
Buckley 
Byrd, 

Harry F .. Jr. 
Culver 
Curtis 
Dole 
Domenicl 
Eastland. 
Fannin 
Garn 

NAYB-45 
Glenn 
Goldwater 
Gr11Dn 
Hansen 
Hart, Philip A. 
Hatfield 
Hollings 
Hruska 
Javits 
Johnston 
Laxalt 
Long 
Mathias 
McClellan 
McClure 
Nunn 

Pell 
Randolph 
scott, 

William L. 
Sparkman 
Stafford 
Stennla 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Taft 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Weicker 
Young 

NOT VOTING-17 
Abourezk Mansfield 
Brooke McGee 
Church McGovern 
Fong Montoya 
Gravel Morgan 
Helms Nelson 

Packwood 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Scott, Hugh 
Tunney 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
motion to reconsider was rejected. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the 
previous order, the Senate will proceed 
to vote on the motion to reconsider the 
vote by which the nomination was 
rejected. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, a 

point of order. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 

will state it. 
Mr. RANDOLPH. I reluctantly state 

that the Senate is not in order, and we 
cannot hear names being called and 
responses being made. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate 
will please come to order. Senators will 
take their seats. 

The rollcall will proceed. 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

resumed and concluded the call of the 
roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from South Dakota <Mr. 
ABOUREZK) , the Senator from Idaho <Mr. 
CHURcH), the Senator from Wyoming 
<Mr. McGEE), the Senator from New 
Mexico <Mr. MONTOYA), the Senator 
from Rhode Island <Mr. PASTORE), and 
the Senator from California <Mr. 
TuNNEy) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Alaska <Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator 
from Montana <Mr. MANsFIELD), the 
Senator from North Carolina <Mr. 
MoRGAN), and the Senator from South 
Dakota <Mr. McGoVERN) are absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Wisconsin <Mr. NELSON) is absent at
tending the funeral of Horace w. Wilkie, 
Chief Justice, Wisconsin State supreme 
court. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Rhode Island 
<Mr. PASTORE) would vote "yea." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Hawaii <Mr. FoNG) and 
the Senator from North Carolina <Mr. 
HELMS) are necessarily absc ... ~t. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Massachusetts <Mr. BROOKE) , the Sena
tor from Oregon <Mr.· PACKWOOD), the 
Senator from Kansas <Mr. PEARsoN), and 
the Senator from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
HUGH ScoTT) are absent on official busi- · 
ness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Pennsylvania 
<Mr. HuGH Scon) would vote '"yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 46, 
nays 37, as follows; 

[Rollcall Vote No. 193 Ex.] 
YEAS-46 

Allen 
Baker 
Bartlett 
Beall 
Bellm on 
Broclt 
Buckley 
Byrd., 

Harry F., Jr. 
Culver 
Curtis 
Dole 
Domentcl 
Eastland 
Fannin 
Garn 

Glenn 
Goldwater 
Griffin 
Hansen 
Hart, PhlUp A. 
Hatfield 
Hollings 
Hruska 
Inouye 
Javits 
Johnston 
Laxalt 
Long 
Mathias 
McClellan 
McClure 

NAYS-37 
Bayh Ford 
Bentsen Hart, Gary 
Blden Hartke 
Bumpers Haskell 
Burdlck Hathaway 
Byrd, Robert c. Huddleston 
Cannon Humphrey 
Case J&cltson 
Chiles Kennedy 
Clark Leahy 
Cranston Magnuson 
Durkin Mcintyre 
Eagleton Metcall 

Nunn 
Pell 
Randolph 
Scott. 

WilllamL. 
Sparkman 
Sta1ford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Taft 
Talmadge 
Thurmond. 
Tower 
Weicker 
Young 

Mondale 
Moss 
Muskie 
Percy 
Proxmlre 
Rib1eo1r 
Roth 
Bchwellter 
Stone 
Symington 
Williams 

NOT VOTING-1 '1 
Abourezk Mansfield 
Brooke McGee 
Church McGovern 
Fong Montoya 
Gravel Morgan 
Helms Nelson 

Pacltwoocl 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Soott,Hugh 
Tunney 

So the motion to reconsider was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
FORD). The Senator will state it. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I understand that 
the situation now on the nomination is 
that we shall have a vote on it, up or 
down, after these last two votes. I also 
understand that it is the desire of the 
leadership to proceed with other amend
ments on the military procurement bill 
and that we shall vote later in the after
noon. I do not know at just what time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator 1s correct. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. This will be a vote 
on the nominee, Mr. Byington, up or 
down later in the day. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will re
sume legislative session. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of legislative business. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO
PRIATIONS AUTHORIZATION ACT, 
1977 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the blli <H.R. 12438) to 
authorize appropriations during the fis
cal y-ear 1977, for procurement of ~Jr
craft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked 

combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other 
weapons, and research, development, test 
and evaluation for the Armed Forces, 
and to prescribe the authorized per
sonnel strength for each active duty 
component and of the Selected Reserve 
of each Reserve component of the Armed 
Forces and of civilian personnel of the 
Department of Defense, and to authorize 
the military training student loads and 
for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Massachusetts <Mr. KENNEDY) on H.R. 
12438, which the clerk will 3tate. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. 
KENNEDY) on behalf of himself and Senators 
CRANSTON, H4TFZELD, B.AYH, and CLARK pro
poses the following amendment. 

On page 15, line 8, strike out "$1,883,100,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof "$1,566,100,-
000". 

Mr. KENNEDY. :Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on this amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
SUfficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

time on this amendment 1s limited to 2 
hours, to be equally divided and con
trolled by the Senator from Massachu
setts <Mr. KENNEDY) and the Senator 
from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) . 

The Senator from Massachusetts is 
recognized. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may need. 

Mr. President, I offer this amendment 
for myself and the distinguished Sen
ator from California <Mr. CRANSTON). 
The amendment is to delete the $317 
million request for 60 additional Minute
man m missiles and their warheads 
which was requested by the administra
tion in a budget amendment on April 27. 

This amendment simply seeks to pre
vent a bargaining chip, which already 
has cost the American taxpayer some 
$800 million, from passing the $1 billion 
mark. Last year. we were seeking to pre
vent it from going from $600 million to 
$800 million. 

We were unsuccessful. However, during 
the intervening months, the Defense De
partment and the President accepted 
our argument and recommended against 
any further waste of taxpayer money 
for this program. 

Thus, Secretary Rumsfeld stated in 
his original posture statement this year 
that "any additional deployments be
yond the current level of 550 would not 
add significantly to the U.S. military ca
pability, but would increase the strategic 
budget by more than $300 million for 
each further year of production." 

It is no wonder the Secretary viewed 
any additional deployments as marginal. 
We already have 550 Minuteman m 
weapons deployed along with 450 Min
uteman ll ICBM's. 

We have 497 manned bombers at the 
ready. And we have 41 nuclear sub
marines, with conversion nearly com
plete of 31 to the potent Poseidon, with 
its MIRVed missiles. The Trident pro-
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gram is well underway. We have a total 
of 8,500 warheads ready to be delivered. 
And we have another 22,000 tactical war
heads positioned around the world. 

Adding 60 more Minuteman m mis
siles will not add to our security in any 
significant way. 

The Secretary of Defense had a sec
ond reason last January for not request
ing any additional Minuteman ill's to 
be produced. He said: 

Under the provisions of the Vladivostok 
u nderstanding additional deployments of 
Minuteman ni would require offsetting re
ductions in Poseidon launchers in the 1980's. 

The numbers are as follows: 
Minuteman, 550 launchers. 
Poseidon, 496 launchers. 
Trident, 264 launchers. 

For a total of 1,310, while we are al
lowed only 1,320 under Vladivostok. De
ploying the new Minuteman lll's in the 
budget would therefore bust the Vladi
vostok agreement. Yet I believe it is too 
soon to be planning on a total failure of 
SALT, when instead we should be press
ing forward to a new agreement. 

Thus, we would be spending more than 
$322 million, once the additional $5.4 
million in construction moneys, not in 
this bill, are included to provide 50 ad
ditional fixed-site, land-based missiles, 
with 10 in a backup status. And those 
missiles could limit our ability to in
crease the least vulnerable element of 
the Triad, our strategic submarine force. 

The Secretary of Defense obviously did 
not think that that trade-off made any 
sense, just as we had argued in the past 
that it did not make any sense. 

And in his year's supplemental hear
ings on May 4, the distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina <Mr. THURMOND) 
expressed similar concern regarding the 
potential need to buy fewer submarine 
launched missiles, because of this deci
sion to add 60 ICBM'S. 

But the Secretary had an even more 
compelling third reason to explain why 
it was not in the national interest to keep 
open the production line for Minuteman 
m. 

In his posture statement, he said: 
Since Minuteman will become more vulner

able in the future, any additional resources 
should be invested in the deliberate develop
ment of a. new, larger, and more survivable 
ICBM. 

And more funds, some $84 million, are 
indeed being requested this year for that 
purpose, to permit deployment as early 
as 1982, according to defense witnesses 
this year.-House hearings, part 2, page 
283. 

The Armed Services Committee itself 
recognized that vulnerability in its re
port of a year ago, when it cited "the 
p.eed to examine the futul'e usefulness 
of the fixed base Minuteman force, and 
whether now is the time to consider seri
ously the phasing out of this force begin
ning in the mid-1980's."--Senate com
mittee report 94-146, page 18. 

And it is evident that the Defense De
partment felt that it would be appropri
ate to stop p1·oducing more of these fixed 
site missiles when it recommended, in its 
own budget this year, a halt to the pi·o
duction line. Thus, in I'esponse to a ques-

tion by the distinguished Senator from 
New Hampshire <Mr. MciNTYRE) in the 
hearings this year-part 1, page 582: 

Is there any major development or pro
duction program which you have terminated 
or which you plan to terminate during FY 
1976 or FY 1977? 

The following was the Defense Depart
ment answer: 

There are major programs which have com
pleted their production with FY 1976 funding 
and are not included in the 1977 budget. 
Specifically those programs are as follows ... 
Minuteman missile. 

Thus, the Department of Defense felt 
that our national security would be 
served by halting the production of 
Minuteman missiles and saving the tax
payer some $322 million. 

As a result, that money was not re
quested in the budget submitted to the 
Congress earlier this year. 

Suddenly, on April 27, 4 days before 
the Texas primary, the President submit
ted a budget amendment request for 60 
more missiles and $322 million. This I 
might add was on top of an overall pro
curement request which was more than 
35 percent higher than a year ago. 

The basic reason cited for this request 
was a further ·statement in Secretary 
Rumsfeld's posture statement. He said 
that ''depending on the outcome of SALT 
n negotiations and our continuing as
sessment of Soviet ICBM programs, it 
may be necessary to make further short
term improvements in the U.S. ICBM 
posture by requesting supplemental 
funding to continue Minuteman III pro
duction." 

That was January 27. Precisely 3 
months later the budget amendment was 
sent up. Had there been a new "assess
ment of Soviet ICBM programs?" If so, 
none was offered to the Congress. Had we 
seen the "outcome of SALT negotia
tions?" Not at all. 

In fact, we are still deep in negotia
tions-negotiations which, I regret to 
say, have been given a back seat as the 
Presidential election campaign unfolds. 

Now, of course, the Pentagon claims 
that Secretary Rumsfeld tied his quallti· 
cation to the "pace" of the SALT talks, 
not their "outcome." This changing of 
the public record leads me to assume that 
the SALT talks are not the real reason 
behind this new request. But what that 
real reason is, DOD does not tell us. 

Mr. President, for those unfamiliar 
with the Minuteman m missile situa
tion, i.t must be emphasized that-unless 
the adminiStration chooses to bust the 
Vladivostok agreement-these 60 missiles 
are likely to wind up in storage facilities 
where they will not be needed for testing 
for some 12 years. We already have pur
chased 187 missiles beyond the 550 
needed to be deployed; 17 are used for 
spares, according to testimony a year 
ago. Another 61 have been tested and 
126 remain available for testing. At the 
testing rate, which last year was defined 
as seven a year, we actually could have 
18 years of testing without buying a 
single new missile. 

Even DOD acknowldeges that there 
are missiles available to test through 

1988-armed services fiscal year Senate 
hearings, page 3934. 

Now in addition to these spare missiles, 
the Defense Department is asking us to 
let them buy another 60. Presumably 
that would permit them to test well into 
the 1990's. 

The reality is that all of these pur
chases, some $800 million worth, are be
yond what Congress was originally told 
would be part of the program. In fact, 
each year since 1972 we have been as· 
sured that the production line is going 
to close when the 550 are finally pur
chased. 

Thus, on February 18, 1972, the fol
lowing testimony was given before the 
Senate Appropriations Committee: 

Chairman ELLENDER. The request includes 
$11.3 million for advance procurement t o 
support the planned buy of this missile in 
fiscal year 1974. 

As I read the data sheet, the fiscal year 
1974 buy w111 complete this missile produc
tion program. Am I correct about this?" 

General GLASSER. Yes, sir: That is correct. 

But then came fiscal year 1974 and 
Secretary Richardson submitted the fol
lowing statement: 

There has been much uncertainty gener
ated over Soviet intentions by their several 
new missile programs. We hope this uncer
ta-inty will be reduced during the comtng 
year. Even if it is not, we must decide this 
year whether or not to continue the mirving 
of minuteman, since the cost of maintaining 
the option through FY 1975 would be very 
high. 

And it was high. By last year, $593 
million had been spent in sums beyond 
those needed to deploy 550 missiles. 
Then last year, another $203 million was 
sought even though it went against the 
previous year's understanding. 

In testimony, Lt. Gen. William J. 
Evans, Deputy Chief of Staff-research 
and development-for the Air Force was 
asked: 

You stated that the current number that 
you have approved would provide test assets 
thl"OUgh 1984? 

General EVANS. That is correct. 
Mr. LYNCH. Last year, in our congressional 

dat a sheet, there was no intention to buy 
more Minuteman lli missiles for any reason, 
test or otherwise .... 

Is fiscal year 1976 the last year that you 
intended to buy the Minuteman III missiles? 

General EvANS. As you know, we have no 
long lead money in the 1976 request, and, 
therefore, there are no plans at the present 
time to continue the production of the min
uteman beyond 1976. . . . 

So once again, we are told that there 
would be no more money wasted on a. 
production line that is producing mis
siles to be tested a dozen years from now, 
to be tested when it is possible that the 
missiles will be vulnerable, to be tested 
at the same time we .are going full speed 
ahead on a follow-on land-based mi.ssUe 
system. 

We believe that the supplemental Min
uteman III missile request should be re
jected because it is a waste of $322 mil
lion. We believe it should be rejected be
cause, if deployed, it would be trading 
missiles that may be vulnerable for those 
that will not be. We believe that it 
should be rejected because it is clear that 
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in the absence of .congressional action, 
each year there will be a new hedge, a 
new bargaining session, a new reason 
why the Defense Department will want 
to keep spending more and buying more. 

The waste of money is not the only fac
tor this year. In addition to the 60 new 
missiles being procured, the Defense De
partment has included a request for 
Mark 12-A -warheads, which raise an 
even more serious issue. 

Should the United States deploy a 
warhead whose very nature-three H
bombs of some 350 kilotons each-is per
ceived by every strategic observer as de
signed to destroy Soviet missiles in their 
silos? This is a warhead that is 58 per
cent more likely to destroy a hard-target 
than the existing reentry vehicle. And 
with an expected doubling of accuracy, 
it will be 632 percent more likely to 
destroy a hard-target. From the Rus
sions' viewPoint, that means a warhead 
which will raise grave doubts in their 
minds about our intentions. We have 
only to note what our reaction would be 
in similar circumstances. 

What the Mark 12-A does immediately 
is give pause to Soviet planners regard
ing the vulnerability of their own land
based missiles. In that event, one pos
sible reaction would be for them to move 
in the direction of a hair trigger "launch 
on warning" strategy-as Secretary 
Schlesinger last year cited as one of our 
options in similar circumstances. And 
this is a strategy which brings the world 
far closer to nuclear destruction. 

No development justifies our taking 
this enormous risk. Our deterrent capa
bility is unquestioned; its destructive ca
pacity is many times over that needed 
to destroy the Soviet Union. 

In the development of new warheads 
and reentry vehicles, we are also faced 
with a "threshold" problem. Once we be
gin production-indeed, once Congress 
approves this program-the Soviet Union 
will almost certainly assume that we 
have gone into a massive program. This 
is the same problem we found with So
viet MIRV's, a problem we have strug
gled 4 years to solve. 

And they could have reason for con
cern that this new warhead is not just 
for 60 missiles that may or may not be 
deployed. Secretary Rumsfeld himself 
told the Armed Services Committee on 
May 4 that we may want to "retrofit some 
of the existing" Minuteman missiles. 

Thus this is not just a warhead pro
gram for some extra Minuteman; this is 
the basic decision to move into a major 
new reentry vehicle system. 

Thus I believe we must pause and con
sider carefully whether we want to cross 
this threshold now. I believe that we 
should not tie the hands of the next ad
ministration, but rather wait until we 
see what happens with the Russians, as 
Secretary Rumsfeld himself called for 
in his posture statement this year. 

For all these reasons, Mr. President, I 
believe the additional procurement of 
$322 million for the Minuteman m pro
gram is unjustified. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Massachusetts has the floor. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from North Dakota. If we 
could first let the manager of the bill 
speak, then maybe we can get into--

Mr. STENNIS. If the Senator wants 
to ask a question, that is all right. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Thank you. 
Mr. BURDICK. I was listening with 

interest to the Senator's statement. Is it 
not a fact that the Minuteman III de
ployment has been completed? 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. BURDICK. Is it also true that we 

have a supply of Minuteman III for test
ing purposes? The Senator has stated 
that Minuteman III has been fully de
ployed throughout the United States. 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. BURDICK. Do I understand the 

Senator to say there are enough missiles 
on hand for testing for a good number 
of years? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Until 1988. 
Mr. BURDICK. 1988. What use will the 

60 missiles be put to? 
Mr. KENNEDY. There appears to be 

no good reason or justification. They are 
not needed for testing-it seems they 
will just be placed in storage, unless the 
Defense Department decides, as ewe are 
now hearing, that it wants to deploy 
them to replace some of our Minuteman 
II's. In January, that option was rejected. 
Now suddenly it is revived again. 

Mr. BURDICK. Suppose in the next 12 
years there is some technology that pro
duces a better missile, a Minuteman IV, 
what happens to the 60? 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is quite 
right in pointing out the fact that there 
is a real follow-up system, the MX mis
sile, which is far more sophisticated, 
which is in the research stage at the 
present time, and which would make the 
Minuteman III virtually obsolete. 

Mr. BURDICK. Then to restate the 
situation, all the Minuteman III have 
been installed right now, and there are 
sufficient for Minuteman testing pur
poses until 1988? 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. BURDICK. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 

myself at this time only 2 minutes and 
then I propose to yield to the the Sena
tor from Utah (Mr. Moss). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi is recognized. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, on this 
item, as with all items concerning the 
need for additional ICBM missiles and 
warheads, it is always true; no one 
knows exactly how many we need. No one 
knows where the line is with exactness. 

We have the same question in the Ap
propriations Committee that we have in 
the Armed Services Committee. But there 
is one rule we h~ve definitely established 
all the way through that has been solid, 
that we must not take a chance on not 
having enough, for testing, for anything 
that might arise. We must have enough 
should there be a failure with the other 
legs of the triad. We must have enough 
to be up front, and let everybody know it. 

It is true the testimony in January 
was: 

We have not reached a decision yet but we 
reserve the right to come back. 

And they came back in a very timely 
way, I think in April, with this recom
mendation. 

I am glad now to yield 12 minutes, if 
we may start with that amount, to the 
Senator from Utah. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I thank the 
chairman of the Armed Services Com
mittee for yielding to me. 

I want to speak in opposition to the 
amendment introduced by Senator KEN
NEDY that would halt production of the 
Minuteman missile. I do not do that be
cause I think we ought to spend $317 
million more. I am just as anxious as 
the Senator to_ conserve wherever we 
can, and I selectively vote against ex
penditures when I think it is possible to 
do so without damaging what is in the 
best interest of this country. 

My reasons for opposing the amend
ment are, simply stated. First, if the 
Minuteman line were halted in fiscal1977 
we would no longer have a source of new 
ICBM's for several years to come and, I 
might add, Mr. President, that is the 
only ICBM line in existence now. 

The Senator from Massachusetts may 
continue to point out he has heard this 
argument before, but the fact is it is 
still a true statement. We will no longer 
have a source of new ICBM's for several 
years. 

The MX or advanced ICBM will not be 
available until 1985, and we will not be 
able to deploy any submarine-launched 
ballistic missiles during the years 1977, 
1978, and 1979. In other words, we will 
not be able to respond to a Soviet buildup 
of missiles in the near future. 

The second point is without a SALT II 
agreement in sight we face a period in 
which there will be no incentive for the 
Soviets to limit their ICBM production. 
We thought we were close to an agree
ment earlier in the year, but the situa
tion has deteriorated. 

The Soviets have four new ICBM pro
grams and two new submarine-launched 
ballistic missile programs. 

When the period of the SALT I agree
ment terminates in fiscal year 1977, the 
international legal restraints on enlarge
ment of their ICBM force will be re
moved. 

And with our Minuteman line dis
assembled, they need not fear matching 
escalation from us. 
. Therefore, the only prudent course of 
action, it seems to me, is to keep our 
powder dry, if you will, to continue our 
Minuteman production line. I would pre
fer to see the line kept open until a SALT 
II agreement is actually reached. But I 
would accept the language in the Senate 
report-that these missiles will be pur
chased unless there is significant prog
ress at the strategic arms limitation 
talks by September 1976. 

So if there is significant progress, 
then the money may be withheld. 

If this body rejects the amendment 
offered by Senator KENNEDY and Senator 
CRANSTON, then it will thus send a strong 
signal to the Soviets that achievement 
of a SALT II agreement is in their inter
est as well as in our own. 

The Senator from Massachusetts, in 
making his presentation, made several 
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points that I think should be touched. 
He said: 

1. The Administration did not request the 
:funding for Minuteman in the ortgtnal 
budget request. Four days before the Texas 
primary the decision was made to keep the 
Minuteman production line open. 

Here, Senator KENNEDY quoted Secre
t ary Rumsfeld's remarks in the annual 
Defense Department report. However, he 
omitted one very important condition 
that Secretary Rumsfeld included in the 
report in the paragraph following the 
statements Senator KENNEDY has quoted, 
and I quote from Secretary Rumsfeld: 

However, depending on the outcome of 
SALT n negotiations and our continUing 
assessment of Soviet ICBM programs, lt may 
be necessary to make further short-term im
provements in the U.S. ICBM posture by re
questing supplemental funding to continue 
Minuteman ill production. 

I do not want to be cast in the light of 
defending the current administration's 
policies, but it seems clear to me that 
neither the outcome of the SALT nego
tiations nor the pace of Soviet ICBM de
velopment has been to our liking. The 
administration's subsequent request for 
funding for Minuteman m production 
seems consistent with Secretary Rums
feld's earlier remarks: 

2. Any additional deployments beyond "the 
current level of 550 would not a4d signifi
cantly to the U.S. m.Wtary capabWty. bu~ 
would Increase the strategic budget by more 
than $300 mlllion for each further year of 
production. 

That is a quote from Senator KEN
NEDY. 

We should not lose sight of the ob
jective here. Given the current United 
States-Soviet strategic balance we prob
ably do not need 50 more Minuteman 
III missiles today. As Secretary Rums
feld told the Senate Armed Services 
Committee on May 4: 

And lt seems to me that we would not 
want to be buying those m1ss11es simply for 
having those mtsslles. 

The objective is to keep the Minute
man production line intact and to do 
that you have to produce missiles at a 
minimum rate. 

If the Soviets continue in the future 
to deploy their large warheads which 
may have a misslle silo-killing capability, 
then our ability to produce more Minute
man m·s becomes very important to our 
maintaining our military capability. We 
must have enough ICBM's to insure that 
after a first strike against us, we would 
have an adequate number of ICBM's left 
to retaliate. 

The Senator said: 
3. Under the provisions of the Vladivostok 

understanding, additional deployments of 
Minuteman m would reqUire ofisettlng re
ductions in Poseidon launchers in the 1980's. 

My reply is that again the objective 
here is to keep the production line 
warmed up so we can respond to undue 
buildups by our potential aggressors. We 
can store the 50 Minuteman ill's we pro
duce, if in September, we do decide to go 
a head and produce them. · 

Or we can consider replacing some 
::VIinuteman n•s with Minuteman ill's to 
u pg-rade the force. 

So our options are completely open. 
If we deploy the Minuteman m•s as sub
stitutes or as additional forces then be
cause of the limits on MIRV'ed missiles, 
this may a:ffect the rate of replacement 
of Poseidon with Trident in the earjy 
1980's. That at least is what Secretary 
Rumsfeld told Senator CULVER in recent 
Armed Services Committee hearings. But 
MX probably will be replacing Minute
man in the 1980's anyway. Then the mix 
of land-based and sea-based ICBM's 
could be readjusted. 

Senator KENNEDY also makes the point: 
4. Since Minuteman wm become more vul

nerable tn the future, any addtttonal re
sources should be invested in the deltbera.te 
development of a new, larger, and more sur
vivable ICBM. 

However, MX will not be available un
til something like 1985. We need to be 
working on that system because it will 
be an improvement over Minuteman. But 
we do not want to be left without a source 
of land-based ICBM's for the 9 years in 
the interim. 

It was pointed out by the Senator and 
I quote: 

5. It should be noted that netther the Sen
ate nor House De-fense Budget Committees 
Included this sum in their recommendattona. 

Clearly the Senate Armed Services 
Committee included it. The House 
Armed Services Committee report said: 

The Committee 1s deeply concerned over 
the lack of any plans in the a.dmtnlstra.tion's 
fiscal year 1977 budget request to retain 
production ca.pablltty for the Minuteman 
III. The production line 1s scheduled to close 
down at the end o-f flsca.1 year 1976. When 
this line closes down, there will no longer 
be a production line in the free world pro
ducing strategic missiles. 

In fiscal year 1976 the committee agreed to 
a. request for a reprogramming for purchas
ing long-leadtime Items to retain the option 
to keep the Minuteman In line open in 
fiscal year 1977. However, the Administration 
did not request funds to continue produc
tion in the fiscal year 1977 submlsslon. 

It seems to the committee to be short
sighted in the extreme to close this produc
tion line as we approach the end of the five
year lifetime of the Interim Agreement on 
OJfenslve Weapons entered into with the 
Soviets in 1972. With no new SALT agree
ment assured and with the Soviets vigor
ously continuing production of a number of 
strategic missile systems, including some 
newer missiles, termination of our only pro
duction facility will appear to the world as 
a sign of weakness a.nd uncertainty. 

• • • 
While the committee has not added money 

to the bill, it wishes to express its concerns 
in the strongest terms and directs the De
partment of Defense to reconsider th1s omis
sion from the budget proposal. The commit
tee will be prepared to entertain a repro
gramming request at the a-ppropriate time 
to free sumcient funds to assure retention 
of this critical strategic production capa
bility. 

As for the Budget Committee, let me 
say that there is an erroneous, perhaps 
unintentional, implication in the dear 
colleague letter on this amendment that 
the Budget Committee has not consid
ered the Minuteman's presence in the 
amended defense request. 

The Budget Committee's role is to set 
budget targets in the first concurrent 

resolution for major functions. includ
ing defense. The ccmunittee does not de
lineate line items-that is the function 
of the authorization and appropriation 
committees. Therefore, the first budget 
resolution made no judgments of or as
sumptions about the fUnding of any spe-
cific weapons systems. _ 

In the necessary absence of Senator 
MuSKIE, I chaired the House-Senate 
budget conference. In the adjustment of 
the House budget figures closer to those 
of the .senate, specific mention was made 
of the Minuteman budget request. 

The bill from the Seng,te Armed Serv
ices Committee contains funds for the 
Minuteman. The Budget Committee has 
analyzed the total budget authority and 
outlays in the Armed Services Commit
tee request and finds that they are clear
ly within the targets of the first resolu
tion. 

Thus, it is clear that the Minuteman 
III is included in the bill and the funds 
for it are within the Budget Committee 
targets for the defense budget function. 

Senator KENNEDY also says in the 
"Dear COlleague" letter that the so
called bargaining chip argument has 
cost us $800 million over the past 3 years 
to procure Minuteman m. 

Let me point out to the Senator that 
the Minuteman ICBM has the lowest 
cost, highest rellabilly. fastest reaction 
time, and highest percent of readiness of 
any strategic system in the United States 
or in fact in the world. What we have 
spent on Minuteman has bought us max
imum ba-ng for the buck. 

The Senator also sg,ys that the Mark 
12-A warhead will be perceived by the 
Soviets as a move toward a first strike 
force. Let me respond to that. 

While the Mark 12-A has a more 
powerful warhead than the Mark 12 and 
better capability to destroy hardened 
targets. such as missile silos, we would 
not have nearlY enough missiles with 
these warheads to post a credible first 
strike threat against the Soviet Union. 

I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent to include in the RECORD a letter 
dated May 21, 1976, which I received from 
J. W. Plummer, Under Secretary of the 
Air Porce, which sets out the reasons why 
the President amended the budget re
quest to include funds for Minuteman 
m production. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE Am FORCE, 
Washington, D.C., May21, 1976. 

Hon. FRANK Moss, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR SEN A Ton. Moss: This is in reference 
to your request for information concerning 
the amendment submitted by the President 
to the FY 1977 Budget Request for the 
Missile Procurement, Air Force Appropria
tion. The amendment requests $817.0 million 
for starting MK-12A reentry vehicle pro-
duction in FY 77 and for the procurement of 
60 Minuteman III mlsslles 1n that same year. 
Upon approval, this amendment would en
sure a.va.lla.b111ty of additional Minuteman 
III missiles for deployment if such action 
is deemed necessary. It supports procure
ment of the MK-12A reentry vehicles for 
additional Minuteman m deplosment and 
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accelerates by six months the entry of these 
vehicles into the inventory. 

When the FY 1977 Budget Request was 
submitted to the Congress last January, 
the United States was exercising deliberate 
restraint in its strategic programs. We hoped 
for commensurate restraint on the part of 
the Soviet Union, and we also hoped for 
consummation of a SALT II agreement in 
1976. Accordingly, the FY 1977 Budget Re
quest included termination of Minuteman 
III production after FY 1976 and deferral of 
MK-12A production until FY 1978. Regret
tably, our earlier hopes have not become 
reality, and we are unable to foresee their 
fulfillment in the near term. We must, there
fore, take positive action for two reasons
first, the Soviet Union is clee..rly proceeding 
to develop and deploy four advanced ICBMs 
and two new SLBMs; and second, because we 
have had more time to note the pace of SALT 
negotiations. 

Consequently, an amendment to the FY 
1977 budget, requesting an additional $317 
million for Air Force missile procurement 
has been submitted to the Congress by the 
President. Of the $317 million, $260.7 million 
would continue production of Minuteman 
III, and $56.3 million would be allocated to 
initial procurement of the MK-12A reentry 
vehicle. Should it be in the national interest 
to deploy additional Minuteman ms, fifty 
missiles now in storage could become opera
tional by April 1977. Additional deployments 
could be accomplished in increments of fifty 
over the next two and a half years. Thus, we 
could achieve a Minuteman III force of 700 
by mid calendar year 1979. 

The SALT II agreement which we now 
seek could possibly be reached in the near 
term, and might include provisions which 
render additional Minuteman III deploy
ments unnecessary to meet national goals. If 
this agreement should transpire, we would 
then examine restructuring the Minuteman 
III production assets to provide hardware !or 
modernization of the Minuteman II force. 
The Congress would be kept advised of pro
gram changes. 

We believe that Congressional and public 
desires are retlected in the requested budget 
amendment and we solicit your support of 
this efl'ort to maintain a reasonable balance 
in the strategic forces of the United States 
and the Soviet Union. 

Sincerely, 
J. W. PLUMMER, 

Under Secretary of the Air Force. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from 
South Carolina will be recognized, if he 
desires, otherwise I will yield to the Sen
ator from Utah. 

I yield 10 minutes to th~ Senator from 
Utah. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Utah has 10 minutes. 

Mr. GARN. Mr. President, the distin
guished Senator from Massachusetts in 
his remarks continues to talk about these 
missiles being stored and put away, just 
to sit around for some 12 years into the 
futw·e. I would like to quote from a let
ter from Deputy Secretary of Defense 
Robert Ellsworth to the distinguished 
chairman of the committee where he 
said: 

The Defense Department is not requesting 
funds to produce missiles to be tested a 
dozen years from now. The DoD is asking 
for authority to protect the option of pro
ducing 60 additional MM ms which could be 
used, depending upon the outcome of SALT 
negotiations, for deployment, testing, or up
grading of MM II. 

So it is not the intent that these mis
siles be stored. 

The Senator also suggested that may .. 
be we should wait for a new adminis
tration to make this kind of a decision. I 
reemphasize, we are asking for produc
tion authority at this time to protect the 
option of producing 60 additional Min
uteman III's, depending on the outcome 
of SALT II. 

The distinguished Senator from 
Massachusetts also has relied, in his 
arguments in favor of his amendment, 
on the remarks of Secretary of Defense 
Donald Rumsfeld. 

At this time, I would like to refute the 
arguments which Secretary Rumsfeld 
earlier this year used as his justification 
for not recommending additional funds. 

First of all, he said any additional de
ployment of Minuteman Til's beyond the 
cw·rent level of 550 would not add sig
nificantly to U.S. military capability. Of 
course, Mr. President, a great deal turns 
on the word significantly. I am not cer
tain just what Secretary Rumsfeld 
means, but let me point out a few of the 
advantages of Minuteman III over Min
uteman II and let every Senator judge 
for himself. 

The Minuteman II's are not hardened 
against dust and debris on tlyout while 
the Minuteman III's are. The Minute
man II's are much more sw·vivable in 
the event of attack. The reentry vehicle 
of Minuteman III is hardened against 
the electrical discharges that would ac
company a missile attack against our 
missile silos. Minuteman III is much 
more accurate than Minuteman II. In 
fact, it is the most accurate of all our 
missiles, including the Poseidon and the 
Trident. This is increasingly important 
as the Soviets increase their numerical 
lead in reentry vehicles. The Minuteman 
Ill can be retargeted in 36 minutes or 
less. This is particularly important in 
reaching time sensitive targets such as 
unfired missiles. Since most of the Min
uteman II's are probably aimed at such 
targets, time is of the essence and it 
takes more than 24 hours to retarget a 
Minuteman IT. 

No reference was really made to that 
reason for producing these additional 
missiles or upgrading the Minuteman II 
fleet. 

Tests have indicated that the Minute
man m booster may have a longer life 
than the boosters on the Minuteman II, 
some of which are 10 years old. Use of 
the III booster on the II missiles wil ex
tend the life of the whole system into the 
late 1980's; and 

Use of Minuteman III boosters on the 
II missile would significantly increase 
the range of the missile. 

Some of these factors were mentioned 
on the same page of the Posture docu
ment on which the Secretary claimed 
that additional ill's would not add sig
nificantly to our capability. Well, in my 
view, these advantages are significant 
enough that further deployment would 
be worth the relatively minor costs. 

A second argument was: 
"Under the provisions of the Vladi

vostok understanding, additional deploy
ments of Minuteman III would require 
offsetting reductions in Poseidon launch
ers in the 1980's." Now there are two 
things to be said about this argument. 

The first is that the Vladivostok accords 
have never been submitted to the Con
gress, and are not binding on the United 
States. Any limitation we observe be
cause of them is a self-imposed limita
tion. My understanding of those accords 
is that they were targets toward which 
SALT II would work. The work is going 
on, but it is unclear how much progress 
is being made. In the meantime, it ap
pears to me that we are foolish to limit 
ourselves to an understanding of future 
action which might never take place. 

The alternative possibility is that there 
is a SALT II agreement already reached 
by Secretary Kissinger. If so, it should 
be submitted at once to the Senate for 
our deliberation and ratification. If there 
is not, let us stop acting as if there were. 
On January 14, the Associated Press re
ported that the administration will not 
submit any new treaty to the Senate for 
ratification until after the November 
elections. Well then, let us wait until 
after the elections before we make a de
cision to cut of! our only missile produc
tion line. 

But, Mr. President, even if Vladivostok 
were binding, the MIRV limits would 
still not affect deployment of 700 Min
uteman ill's until 1982, at the very earli
est. The limit agreed on at Vladivostok 
was 1,320 MIRV's. At the present time, 
we have 550 Minuteman III's and 432 
Poseidon missiles, for a total of 982 
MIRV's. If we were to continue replac
ing Minuteman II's with III's at the 
present rate, we would reach the 700 
level by the end of 1978. At that time, 
we would also have 496 Poseidons, for a 
total of 1,196 MIRV's. At that time, the 
Trident is scheduled to come on stream, 
but not until almost the end of 1982 do its 
missiles push us past the 1,320 MIRV 
number. 

Now I hasten to point out that the 
whole Trident system is uncertain at 
this point. Originally, the production 
schedule for Trident called for one sub
marine in 1979, two in 1980, one in 1981, 
two in 1982, and so on. But according to 
a briefing by Assistant Secretary of De
fense Terence McClary on January 20, 
that production schedule has already 
begun to slip. Only one ship a year will 
be produced for at least the first 4 years, 
he says. That would push the breach 
point back to 1984 or 1985. 

Let me emphasize another point here, 
Mr. President. That is that though 
Vladivostok contains a limit of 1,320 
MIRV's for each side, the Soviets will 
reach that limit long before we will, be
cause of their greater number of ve
hicles, and because their missiles are 
much larger than ours, and can be 
MIRVed more easily. Their greater 
throw weight will also give them more 
reentry vehicles per missile than we 
have. The Minuteman III has three 
RV's, the Soviet missiles have four to 
eight, and each RV has a higher yield 
than any of ow·s. 

"Since Minuteman will become more 
vulnerable in the future, any additional 
resources should be invested in the de
velopment of a new, larger, and more 
survivable ICBM." That logic, Mr. Presi
dent, if carried to its logical conclusion, 
would mean that we should stop funding 
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the Poseidon/Trident system, the B-1, 
or any other strategic system, since 
eventually all of them will become vul
nerable and obsolete. We have a capital 
investment in Minuteman of almost $20 
billion. It is incumbent on Congress to 
protect that investment, and the best 
way I know to do it is to make the small 
expenditure that maintains its viability. 
The worst thing to do is to throw it away. 

Now. I would be the last to argue 
against a new generation of mi.._c:;siles. I 
do indeed think that we will need one. 
But even the most optimistic forecasters 
admit that there can be no followon mis
sile before 1984 at the earliest, and as 
Federal budgets get tighter and tighter, 
the chances are very great that it will 
not be available that soon. What are we 
to do in the meantime? The fiexibility I 
have mentioned, coupled with the silo 
upgrade programs provided for in the 
budget, gives us a much better chance of 
having a surviving missile force. The 
Minuteman missile could likely be 
adapte<;. to an MX-type mobile system as 
well, providing additional survivability. 

In sum, Mr. President, the arguments 
given for not funding the Minuteman 
m in the fiscal year 1977 budget do not 
stand up. If anything, they can be 
turned into strong arguments for con
tinuation of this important program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 
such time as the Senator from Califor
nia may require. 

NO li.'IORE MINUTE!.'IEN 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, it was 
just a little under 4 months ago, on Jan
uary 27, that Secretary of Defense 
Rumsfeld reported on the Minuteman 
m program in the annual defense pos
ture statement. The Secretary explained 
why there was no funding request in the 
1977 Department of Defense budget for 
further production of the Minuteman m 
missile. I found the Secretary's argu
ments so compelling that I would like to 
review them: 

The Secretary stated that any addi
tional deployment of Minutemen beyond 
the current level of 550 would not add 
significantly to the U.S. military capa
bility. It would, however, cost the tax
payers more than $300 million for each 
further year of production. Secretary 
Rumsfeld went on to describe the vul
nerability of Minuteman, our land-based 
ICBM, and stressed that any additional 
resources should go into a new, larger 
and more sw'Vivable ICBM. And, finally. 
be pointed out that by the 1980's, addi
tional deployment of Minutemen m·s 
would have to be offset by reductions in 
Poseidon launchers-under the Vladi
vostok accords. The Secretary seemed to 
feel at that time that we should not 
invest more of our limited resources in 
the most vulnerable part of our deter
rent force, one which already has ade
quate numbers and sufficient spares, to 
last until 1990, and one whose fw·ther 
deployment would penalize the most in
vulnerable leg of our defense triad, the 
sea launched ballistic missile. 

And yet, Mr. President, it was just a 
little less than 1 month ago, 3 months 

after the Defense posture statement but 
only 4 days before the Texas primary 
election, that this decision was reversed 
and the administration asked Congress 
for an additional $322 million to produce 
60 more Minut-emen ill's. 

Mr. President, I believe that this deci
sion to produce more landbased ICBM's, 
when we already have 550 deployed, 
when we already have purchased an ad
ditional 204 missiles for spares and test
ing, and when we have enough Minute
men missiles to last until the late 1980's 
at which time Minuteman m will in all 
probability be obsolete, is a blatantly 
political decision with no relation to our 
national security needs. 

We have not intention of deploying 
these weapons, and if we do, we tilt our 
missile force from its most invulnerable 
third, the SLBM's, to the more vulner
able force of land based missiles. In fact, 
we do not even have a place to put these 
Minutemen that we did not plan to pro
duce in the first place. The administra
tion has added an additional $5.4 million 
to the military construction bill to build 
a new warehouse at Hill Air Force Base 
in Utah in which to store them. And, if 
by some chance we decided to make that 
tilt and to deploy them, I would like to 
know the cost figures to harden addi
tional silos to house them. Requests for 
more millions of dollars could be just 
down the road. So we are talking about 
more than the obvious figures before us 
in this amendment. 

There is a second more disturbing part 
tucked away in this belated administra
tion request. The $322 million includes 
almost $60 million for the production of 
Mark 12-A warheads. The Mark 12-A is 
a warhead with three H-bombs of 350 
kilotons each. It has twice the destructive 
potential of the current warhead, im
proved accuracy, and is specifically de
signed to destroy hardened targets. The 
Mark 12-A has been in the research and 
development stage and no procurement 
decision was to be made untU October 
of 1977. I question what appears to be a 
rather o1Ihanded and hasty decision to 
ask for procurement now. To produce the 
Mark 12-A is a major change in our 
deployment position. This is the first pro
duction buy of a major counter-force 
weapon~ne that could be used for a 
limited first strike against hardened tar
gets in the Soviet Union. A major pro
duction decision on our first counterforce 
weapon should not be made under polit
ical pressure and should not be piggy
backed onto another weapons system 
buy. 

Before we go ahead with production of 
a weapon with such dangerous potential, 
the Congress should assess every angle, 
ask every question, including the impor
tant one of how the Russians may be per
ceiving this decision at a time when our 
perceptions of each other are already 
more skewed than at any time in recent 
years. 

Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird dur
ing his tenure at the Pentagon from 
1969 to 1973 continually stressed that 
we did not want to build hard target 
warheads for Minutemen for fear the 
Soviets would misinterpret this as a first 
::;trike threat. And, in fact, Secretary 

Rumsfeld in his fiscal year 1977 posture 
statement also stressed the continuing 
Department of Defense policy of re
straint in regard to improving the United 
States hard target capability. Mr. Rums
feld said in January that R. & D. would 
continue on the Mark 12-A to provide us 
with the option to produce it should the 
circumstances so dictate. Have circu..>n
stances changed? Has Congress been in
formed of these threatening changes? 
Or is this the response of a beleaguered 
administration responding to a hard 
driving and concerted attack within its 
own party on its foreign and defense 
policy? The production of Minuteman 
ill's would be a waste-but the produc
tion of 1\!ark 12-A's could be a threat
not only to the Soviet Union but, because 
of how their production is perceived, to 
our own national security as well. 

Administration officials have stated 
when forwarding this budget request to 
Congress that more Minutemen were 
needed to keep our options open for 
SALT. This is the same old bargaining 
chip argument that has justified needless 
expenditures for Minuteman m missiles 
for years. I cannot say that the bargain
ing chips that Congress has already pro
vided-and I say this sadly-have im
pelled very rapid progress in the comple
tion of a SALT n agreement. We have 
already expended nearly $800 million on 
Minutemen bargaining chips over what 
it cost to produce and deploy the origi
nal 550. The odds are against the Soviet 
Union being very impressed with 60 ad
ditional missiles in a warehouse in Utah 
when we already have one thousand or 
so Minutemen of all types in firing posi
tion. 

Mr. President, it makes little sense to 
keep buying more missiles without regard 
to the assured deterrent we already pos
sess. It makes little sense to spend $322 
million on an unneeded weapon that we 
plan to store in a warehouse. It makes 
little sense to take an additional $322 
million from our sorely tried taxpayers 
and to risk breaking the already too-high 
defense budget ceiling. And it makes even 
less sense to toss aside our previous re
straint in the production of counterforce 
weapons without full consideration and 
debate on what could produce a new 
and dangerous era in the arms race. 

Mr. President, if I might, I would like 
to ask the distinguished chairman of the 
committee, the Senator from Mississippi, 
a couple of questions. 

On page 18 of the Armed Services 
Committee repprt for fiscal year 1976, 
the Secretary of Defense was directed 
to conduct a study concerning site de
fense. 

However, the committee went on to 
say: 

Basic to this study is the need to examine 
the tuture usefulness of the fixed base Min
uteman force, and whether now is the time 
to consider seriously the phasing out of this 
force beginn1ng 1n the mid-1980's. 

I would like to ask the Sen a tor, has 
the study been made, what were its re
sults, and what were the future recom
mendations concerning Minuteman m 
missiles? 

1\Ir. STENNIS. Mr. President, I assure 
the Senator we will certainly give him 
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what we have on it. I cannot readily 
summarize it, but we w1ll supply it. 

The committee voted almost unani
mously, under these circumstances, to 
put these missiles in this bill. I know, too, 
that the membership took the initiative 
in bringing up this question. So whatever 
is here, and we will submit it, did not 
satisfy us and I will furnish the Senator 
some material. We are consuming time 
now. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Has the actual study 
been made that was requested. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes, there is a report 
here on it and it is reflected therein. We 
have it here. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I shall ask one other 
question: If there is a move to actually 
deploy these missiles at some point 
rather than placing them in warehouses, 
what additional costs could be involved 
in developing more hardened missile sites 
for these additional 60 Minutemen? 

Mr. STENNIS. Will the Senator re
peat that? 

Mr. CRANSTON. What cost would be 
involved if these were actually deployed 
in additional hardened sites? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. Does the Senator 
mean if we do not proceed now, if we let 
this production line go out? 

Mr. CRANSTON. No, that was not the 
question. 

Mr. STENNIS. All right. 
Mr. CRANSTON. If this amendment 

failed and we proceed to produce these 
additional Minutemen, what will be the 
cost to place them in hardened sites be
yond the real cost of producing them? 

Mr. STENNIS. I do not have any figure 
in mind. Yes. We will supply the Sena
tor with what information we have on 
that. It would be a separate independent, 
additional cost. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Yes. Presumably not 
a small cost. 

Mr. STENNIS. Nothing about these 
costs is a really small amount. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Wash
ington was ready to speak next. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Massachusetts yield to me 
to ask a question of the distinguished 
chairman of the committee? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I will yield if it is 
agreeable. Yes, I will yield such time as 
the Senator needs. 

Mr. STENNIS. If the Senator will yield 
to me, could we yield 3 minutes now 
and then to Senator Jackson 10 minutes 
if he comes in? ' 

Mr. KENNEDY. I have no objection. 
Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator for 

his cooperation. We will come back. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New York has 3 minutes. 
Mr. BUCKLEY. I thank my friend 

from Arkansas. 
I am supposed to be relieving the 

Ch2.ir in 3 minutes, so I shall be brief. 
PRIVILEGE 0 1" THE FLOOR-(5. 1284 AND H.ll . 

12438) 

Mr. President, first of all, I ask unan
imous consent that the privilege of the 
floor be extended for the entire proceed
ings of S. 1284, the antitrust bill, and the 
current defense authorization bill, H.R. 
12438, to William Schneider of my staff. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc
CXXII--986-Part 13 

CLURE). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I com
ment as to the remarks made by the 
Senator from California <Mr. CRANSTON) . 
He talked about the need for debate if 
we were going to move to increase the 
accuracy of our strategic missiles. I recall 
we had such a debate 2 years ago and it 
was extended debate. We examined every 
aspect of it and the changes that had oc
curred since Secretru·y Vail had originally 
suggested that we did not want to have 
to develop the capacity to search out 
and destroy a Soviet missile site in con
trast to a Soviet city. We made that de
cision, and now we are in the process of 
implementing it through the develop
ment and increasing the accuracy of the 
Mach 12, a reentry vehicle. 

I believe that with that decision being 
behind us we ought to go forward and 
assure ourselves of the options in an in
creasingly dangerous world, and I say 
increasingly dangerous because more and 
more we :find evidences that the Soviets 
are moving ahead on various fronts that 
they are, if not only cutting the edges on 
the SALT accords, but recent develop
ments and information involving their 
SS-20 would indicate that they might be 
moving toward the development of a mo
bile intercontinental ballistic missile in 
straight contravention of the SALT 
accords. 

The SS-20 is derived from the mobile 
SS-16, and although it has thus far been 
tested from silos, the fact is that once it 
is tested it can be placed right onto the 
chassis, if it were, of the SS-16. 

The reason why we have considered the 
development of mobile ICBM's to be a 
violation of the SALT agreements and 
we have insisted on this point is that 
these are weapons that can be easily 
hidden and there would be no way of 
monitoring their location. 

Recent evaluations suggest that the 
SS-20 can be given, if it does not already 
have, an intercontinental range. I sug
gest for these reasons we have to have 
the options, the accuracy, and the 
weapons with which to quickly protect 
ourselves against the increase in Soviet 
strength. 

I thank my colleagues for granting me 
these few minutes. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I am 
glad I did yield to the Senator. 

Mr. President, the Senator from South 
Carolina had wanted some time. I yield 
such time as he may need. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, in 
1975 the United States considered halt
ing the Minuteman production and de
ployment. We did that in the hope it 
would influence the Soviets to reciprocate 
through SALT. Now since then the So
viets have continued :MIRV development 
in their strategic forces, and they have 
increased international adventurism 
such as in Angola and bases in Africa, 
and other places; therefore, SALT re
mains unresolved. 

The continued Minuteman production 
and deployment now, in my opinion, is 
necessary. Minuteman is the only strate
gic missile system that is currently in 
production, and I think we ought to real-

ize this and this realization will assist us 
in making a determination. 

The Minuteman m deployment is a 
very modest and measured response to 
the Soviet initiatives. It maintains the 
option for additional incremental im
provements through accuracy and yield 
increases. 

Mr. President, this will provide a hedge 
against delays in the Trident program. 
The Trident program is progressing, but 
no one can tell just how soon it will be 
ready. 

And a no vote on this amendment will 
maintain a uniquely skilled industrial 
work force, too. We must maintain this 
skilled work force if it is needed because 
it takes a long time to try to get people 
together again. 

I might say that the action here would 
keep the land-based ICBM in production, 
and if we do not do this then we can be 
handicapped in years to come because no 
other ICBM would be available until the 
next generation system of the ~. that 
is, the experimental missile in the mid-
1980's. 

There are about 10 years of deteriora
tion we would have if we do not go for
ward. 

Then I state that it will continue to 
provide an ICBM with sufilcient de
ployment and reentry accuracy to dam
age hard industrial and mllitary tar
gets, and we think this is a key part of 
the triad concept. The other triad parts, 
of course, consist of the bombers, and 
we are going forward, we hope, with the 
B-1; and then the submarines, and the 
Trident and Poseidon are the most mod
ern submarines for that purpose. 

It is important if we go forward with 
this for other reasons: First, it will help 
to prevent war because if we are strong 
we are not apt to be attacked; and, 
second, it will instill courage in our al
lies and our friends. It will let ~hem 
know that we are not weakening, that we 
do have a strong national resolve to 
keep this country strong militarily; and 
this is important. 

Mr. President, the President of the 
United States, our Commander in Chief, 
has recommended this item. He did not 
recommend it earlier. He held off hoping 
that SALT would help to resolve these 
matters, but that has not occurred. :t 
think we have to consider very strongly 
the Commander in Chief's recommenda
tion here. The Senate Committee on 
Armed Services considered this when 
the President sent it down, and the Sen
ate Committee on Armed Services by a 
large vote has approved this request. 

The House Committee on Armed Serv
ices did not have time to act, but they 
had words, as I understand, urging the 
administration to request this funding, 
and I am sure that they would approve 
it. 

The House Appropriations Committee 
already has included this money in their 
appropriations-$322.4 million. The 
Senate Appropriations Committee has 
not acted as yet. 

Mr. President, in a letter to the chair
man of the Armed Services Committee. 
Senator JOHN C. STENNIS, dated May 24. 
1976, b y Robert F. Ellsworth, a Deputy 



15634 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE lJfay 26, 1976 

Secretary of Defense, a strong argument 
is made to take the action that the 
President requests. I ask unanimous con
sent that this letter be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 

Washington, D.C., May 24, 1976. 
Hon. JoHN C. STENNIS, 
Chairman, Committee on Armea Services, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: It is my understand

ing that Senators Kennedy and Cranston 
have distributed a "Dear Colleague" letter 
outlining their views on the President's 
Budget Amendment for Fiscal Year 1977 con
cerning the Minuteman m;Mark 12-A 
production programs. I am concerned that 
the letter does not develop the full context 
within which the President's decision to pro
pose continued production was made, and as 
such it may mislead your colleagues. 

First, I would like to set out the basic 
facts: 

The Budget Amendment Request 1s for 
$322.4M ($266.1M of MM111; $56.SM for 
MK-12A). 

A review of Soviet strategic programs and 
the pace of the SALT negotiations led the 
President to conclude that we should plan 
to keep the MMIII production line open, and 
to make a final decision in the fall on 
whether or not to do so. 

Therefore the Budget Amendment Re
quest asks for authority for continued 
MMlli production, while holding open the 
final commitment to production. 

If the decision to continue production ts 
made late this year, the funds would buy 
60 MMIII missiles, provide additional mis
sile storage facilities, and accelerate MK-12A 
procurement into FY 77. 

A decision as to whether this authority 
will be used will depend on: 

The progress of SALT II negotiations, and 
on 

Assessment of the Soviet SLBM/ICBM pro
gram. 

In addition, I would like to respond to 
certain major points within the Senators' 
"Dear Colleague" letter: 

1. The three points attributed to Secre
tary Rumsfeld's Posture Statement are ver
batim from this year's "Annual Defense De
partment Report--FY 1977," published four 
months a.go. However, to put those remarkS 
in perspective, three additional points must 
be remembered: 

First, in the same Defense Report the Sec
retary also said, "Depending on the outcome 
of SALT II negotiations and our continuing 
assessment of Soviet ICBM programs, it may 
be necessary to make further short-term im
provements in the U.S. ICBM posture by 
requesting supplemental funding to con
tinue Minuteman III production." This is 
precisely what has been recommended in this 
Budget Amendment Request. 

Second, the Vladivostok understanding is, 
so far, only an understanding. It is not yet 
a final agreement. It seems prudent, in to
day's circumstances, not to foreclose options 
concerning our 1980s force structure until 
we are closer to a final SALT agreement and 
have greater certainty about Soviet strategic 
deployment plans. We should also keep in 
mind that the Soviets have several active 
ICBM production lines, and MMIII is our 
only production line. 

Third, whether or not the additional mis
siles, if produced, would add significantly to 
the U.S. military capability depends on 
whether or not they would be deployed; and 
this in turn depends primarily on the results 
of the SALT negotiations. 

2. The USSR is continuing its large-scale 
modernization program for their strategic 

forces, with four advanced ICBMs and two 
new SLBM programs underway. Keeping 
open the option for additional MMIII pro
duction will help in signalling to the USSR 
the determination of the United States to 
maintain strategic equivalence. 

3. Continued production of certain MMIII 
component systems, especially the guidance 
system, would help to protect against fail
ure, and perhaps also to lower the costs of 
comparable systems in the Advanced ICBM 
(M-X) program. The MMill guidance sys
tem is the m-ost accurate, reliable, proven 
guidance system available today. 

4. As for the 1972 and subsequent yea,r 
comments of General Glasser, secretary Rich
ardson and General Evans, the facts are plain. 
The MMm has been a. program we had hoped 
not to have to continue. That 1s stlll our 
hope. That is why the President did not in
clude it in his original budget request. But 
it is also a program which is important to 
our strategic defense posture, one that is 
under constant scrutiny; and given the pres
ent Soviet attitudes and the momentum of 
their programs, the President believes that 
the country should keep open the option for 
further production. 

5. The Defense Department is not request
ing funds to produce mtsslles "to be tested 
a. dozen years from now." The DOD ls asking 
for authority to protect the option of pro
ducing 60 additional MMID's which could be 
used, depending upon the outcome of SALT 
negotiations, for deployment, testing or up
grading of MMII. 

6. The MK-12A 1s not an unrelated "piggy
back" on the MMm Budget Amendment Re
quest. The MK-12A would be needed for the 
additional MMIII missiles, since the earlier 
MK-12 warhead now Installed on emtlng 
MMm missiles 1s out of production. The 
MK-12A is also a potential warhead for the 
M-X and Trident II missiles. 

7. The MK-12A is an improved warhead but 
in no sense does lt give the United States 
a. disarming "first strike" capablUty. 

The MK-12A is a superior warhead against 
all types CYf nuclear targets (sub pens, weap
ons storage areas, mtsslle silos, for example) . 

Coupled with guidance Improvements, the 
increase in capabillty helps to counter a 
Soviet force of larger size, and one which is 
being hardened to more effectively withstand 
attack. 

The Soviets are not made vulnerable to a 
disarming first strike by the MK-12A. Both 
the U.S. and the USSR will continue to have 
an assured second strike capability. Thus 
MK-12A production would not be an in
centive for a "hair trigger, launch-on-warn
ing" strategy on the part of the USSR. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT F. ELLSWORTH. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I feel 
that we should not take the chance of 
denying our military forces what is 
necessary. We may not need these mis
siles. It is better to have them and not 
need them than not to have them when 
we do need them. 

I hope that the amendment of the dis
tinguished Senators from Massachusetts 
and California will be defeated. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, how much time remains 

for each side, the proponents and the 
opponents? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Massachusetts has 35 minutes 
and the Senator from Mississippi has 25 
minutes. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 15 
minutes to the Senator from Washing
ton, and I ask the attention of each 
Senator. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the issue 
posed by the pending amendment can be 

simply stated: should the United States 
dismantle its only ICBM production line 
at a time when we are actively negotiat
ing a SALT n agreement with the 
Soviets? Should we create a situation in 
which only the Soviet Union, with its 
demonstrated capability to add to its 
land-based missile force, will be capable 
of increasing its strategic posture if an 
agreement adequate to safeguard Amer
ica's nuclear security cannot be obtained? 
And should we close down our only ICBM 
production line within 48 hours of the 
publication of evidence that the Soviets 
are again violating the SALT I accords? 

To these three questions there is a 
single answer: that answer is "No." 

The sponsors of this amendment have 
rested their case largely on remarks by 
the Secretary of Defense in his annual 
posture statement. In all fairness, I 
should point out that Secretary Rums
feld's remarks have been quoted out of 
the context in which they were made. 
This is often the case when one is dealing 
with the evolution of a political, diplo
matic and technical situation such as the 
SALT negotiations in which quite volatile 
changes take place in a very compressed 
time frame. The Secretary of Defense, 
even in the posture statement, left the 
door open for the recommendation that 
the Administration has now made and 
that the Committee on Armed Services 
supports. 

As the Secretary's posture statement 
noted: 

••. however, depending on the outcome of 
SALT II negotiations and our continuing as
sessment of Soviet ICBM programs, It may be 
necessary to make further short term im
provements in the U.S. ICBM posture by re
questing supplemental funding to continue 
MM m production. 

Mr. President, any fair assessment of 
the evolving SALT negotiations leads one 
inevitably to the conclusion that the 
Soviets are insisting on a SALT II agree
ment that would enable them to go for
ward without serious restraint on their 
newest strategic capable aircraft, the 
Backfire, while constraining to the van
ishing point our potential for deploying 
cruise missiles. In the give-and-take of 
the negotiations, it is we who have been 
doing the giving and the Soviets who 
have been doing the taking. Their most 
recent communication to us was brus
que and intransigent to the point of in
sult. The Soviets have learned-not least 
of all because we have taught them
that if they take a maximum position 
and stick with it, backing it up with the 
prospect of enlarging their fcrce if no 
agreement is reached, we will whittle 
away our own position over time until an 
agreement on their terms is offered to 
them. This has been the drift of Ameri
can SALT policy over recent years. This 
has been the form of the "momentum" 
to which administration spokesmen 
glowingly refer with ritualistic regularity. 
If it has slowed down, it is only because 
the American people have begun to get 
the drift--and they do not like it. 

In addition to the impasse for which 
the Soviets must assume responsibility, 
the atmosphere in which the talks are 
being conducted has been poisoned by 
yet another Soviet violation of the SALT 
I agreement. According to that agree-
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ment and to subsequent arrangements 
for its implementation, the Soviets are 
obliged to dismantle older ICBM launch
ers as they deploy new Delta class sub
marines. They have been expeditious in 
deploying the submarines but they have 
failed to comply with the dismantling 
provisions. On this there is no dispute. 
This violation has been admitted and, 
despite the effort of State Department 
spokesmen to minimize it by labeling it a 
"technical" violation, it is a serious 
matter. 

After all the SALT agreement is a 
technical agreement; all violations are 
therefore technical violations. There can 
be no other kind. 

The excuse the Soviets have offered, 
that bad weather has prevented them 
from complying with the dismantling 
schedule, is the sheerest nonsense. The 
fact is that the Soviets are constructing 
new installations adjacent to those 
scheduled to be dismantled. Apparently 
while it has been raining on the old mis
sile sites, the sun has been shining on 
the new construction nearby. In my 
judgment, this most recent violation is 
the inevitable consequence of the pattern 
of acquiescence the administration has 
shown as it has weaved and waffled on 
earlier violations. 

The most serious oi the past Soviet 
violations of the agreement as it was 
presented to Congress-the substitution 
of heaVY SS-19 missiles for light SS-11 
missiles--continues to this day. Ironical
ly, it is now proposed that we eliminate 
our own ability to substitute Minuteman 
III for Minuteman II missiles as the 
Soviets continue their program. a far 
more formidable one. to replace their 
SS-11 missiles with SS-19's and SS-17's. 

It is evident from what I have said 
that I am not here to defend the admin
istration's handling of SALT. But, in 
fairness, those of us who have criticized 
the weak and acquiescent posture that 
Secretary Kissinger and President Ford 
have assumed have a responsibility to 
make available to the administration the 
leverage it would need to do better if it 
were inclined to do so. Certainly. a suc
cessor administration ought to have the 
option of taking a firm position in sup
port of our national security interests. 
Today we are in a position to refuse the 
Soviets' latest SALT offer. We must not 
allow it to become an offer that the next 
administration feels it cannot refuse. 
This necessarily entails keeping our op
tions open. And it requires that we be in a 
position to move forward with addition
al deployments if a Soviet refusal to 
come to terms t·equires us to do so. 

That is the context in which the de
cision to close down the Minuteman m 
production line must be viewed. All we 
are trying to do is to authorize the pro
gram necessary to keep our options open. 
Whether an actual appropriation follows 
will depend on what happens at SALT. 
The Senate will have ample opportunity 
to reassess the decision taken today when 
the appropriation is before us. if it acts 
wisely and prudently today and defeats 
the pending amendment. 

IYir. STENNIS. Mr. President, I highly 
commend the chairman of the SALT 
Subcommittee for his unanswerable 

points in this brief but very relevant 
speech. It is of great value to the Senate 
and the country, and I commend him. 

Let me ask the Senator one question: 
Is it not true, on this production line 
that we are talking about keeping open, 
is that not the only production line of 
missiles now open and on the move in 
the whole free world? Is that not true? 

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. STENNIS. It is the last one of the 

land-based missile types coming in ahead 
of the Trident. If we stop this one, then 
the free world will not have one in 
motion. 

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. STENNIS. I yield 2 additional 

minutes to the Senator. 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, in fur

ther reference to the Senator's very good 
question, 4 years ago we debated the 
SALT I agreement. I pointed out in the 
hearings, that were extensive, and on the 
floor that, as I interpreted the agree
ment that the administration had en
tered into, there was an inadequate 
definition of the term "heaVY missile" 
with the result that the Soviets might 
replace the SS-11, which is a light mis
sile, with a heaVY missile. The adminis
tration denied that and said that was 
not the case. As a matter of fact, the ad
ministration testified that if it turned out 
to have such a result it would be in viola
tion of the agreement. 

The facts are indisputable, as the 
chairman of the committee knows, that 
the Soviets are deploying an SS-19 mis
sile as replacements for the SS-11, and 
the throw-weight of the SS-19 is three 
times-! emphasize three times-that of 
the SS-11 that we are discussing. 

Mr. President, that is a heavy missile. 
I emphasize that point because what 

I am interested in achieving, and I think 
everyone is, is to bring about a mutual 
reduction of arms on the basis of parity 
to build down instead of building up. 
SALT I resulted in a buildup instead of 
a builddown. 

Mr. STENNIS. May I ask one ques
tion? I think the time is about up. 

Mr. JACKSON. Yes. 
Mr. STENNIS. The Senator talked 

about the only free world production line 
of missiles. Is it not true that, if we stop 
that, to crank up again and get back into 
production would take something like 42 
months, or something similar to that? 

Mr. JACKSON. I believe that is a tech
nical question. 

Mr. STENNT.S. It is approximately 
that. 

Mr. JACKSON. It will take quite a 
while. 

Mr. STENNIS. Over 3 years' time is in
volved, anyway. 

Mr. JACKSON. That is correct. 
Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 

again. 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I yield 

back to the distinguished chairman of 
the committee whatever time I may have 
remaining. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi has 12 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may use. 

Mr. President, at the risk of not be
ing able to respond to the unanswerable 
comments of my good friend and col
league, the Senator from Washington, I 
wish to seek the indulgenca of the Senate 
for just a few moments to make some 
basic points. 

The first point is, Mr. President, that 
we are really talking about a rather mar
ginal difference in terms of the rotal 
potential of the United States in the 
area of strategic power. We should put 
this whole debate in a context which is 
an accurate and a fair analysis. 

I do not think it does very much good 
to rehash questions of past SALT agree
ments. The amendment we are defining 
here today is extremely precise. It is not 
unrelated, obviously, to our whole stra
tegic situation. But if we use the argu
ment that we have to keep a line of pro
duction going because it is going to cost 
something to open it up some years down· 
the line, we could have, I suppose, used 
that same line of argument when the time 
came to move beyond the Model T Ford. 

We have the possibility of creating a 
Cadillac today in terms of our strategic 
posture-that is, the Trident submarine 
or the MX-if we are in this kind of po
tential danger, which I do not believe we 
really are, in terms of our strategic pos
ture with the Soviet Union. After all, 
we have the capacity to destroy every city 
in the Soviet Union over 100,000 popula
tion 39 times over; and we have the 
equivalent of over 720,000 Hiroshima 
bombs. We do have all the nuclear power 
we need, Mr. President. If it is felt, after 
due deliberation and justification, that 
we need to have something more to bar
gain with the Soviet Union, let us do 
something that will really give us a weap
on for the future, and either speed up 
the MX or do something additional with 
the Trident submarine. 

That approval has not been suggested 
here. Quite the contrary, Mr. President. 
The record before us here today is in the 
statements and comments of the Secre
tary of Defense, who pointed out, in his 
posture statement: 

Any additional deployments beyond the 
current level of 550-

Which have already been deployed
would not add significantly to the United 
States mllltary ca.pa.bllity but would Increase 
the strategic budget by more than $300 mil
llon. 

That is the statement of the Secretary 
of Defense on January 27. 

We hear the comments of the distin
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services and others, who say that, 
with these additional 60 missiles, we may 
deploy them, but maybe not. Why do they 
not tell us what they are going to do 
with the existing 126 Minuteman III mis
siles not now deployed? Does this re
quest for 60 more mean we are going to 
deploy the 127 which we already have in 
the storage bins, and then put 60 more on 
top--which is a major addition in terms 
of Minuetman ill? Are we going to do 
that? 

If we are going to do it, I think we 
need to justify that particular decislon, 
other than by talking about SALT I and 
SALT II. We ought to be able to justify 
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it in terms of changes in the strategic 
posture of the Soviet Union since the 
time when the Secretary of Defense is
sued his posture statement on Armed 
Services on January 27, or in terms of 
changes in the SALT negotiations at the 
present time. 

But have we heard any arguments 
here, in the time that has been used 
up by those who would defeat this 
amendment, on any reports that are 
available to either our intelligence 
agencies or our Defense Establishment, 
saying that the Soviet Union has altered 
its strategic capacity since January 27 
when the Secretary of Defense indicated 
his intention to close down those produc
tion lines? 

No, we have not heard that. 
Have we had any report by those with 

responsibility in this area to indicate 
that the SALT negotiations are so sel'i
ously disrupted that this kind of step 
should be taken? 

I do not think that that case has been 
made either, Mr. President. 

The fact remains, Mr. President, when 
we consider Minuteman III in terms of 
the U.S. strategic capability, what does 
deploying 60 more missiles in place of 
Minuteman II's really do with regard to 
our strategic position? The number of 
launchers does not change. 

The throw-weight increases four
tenths of 1 percent. The mega tonnage is 
reduced 3.7 percent. The reentry vehicle 
number increases 1.3 percent. The soft 
target kill capability increases seven
tenths of 1 percent. And the hard target 
kill capability increases 1.1 percent. 
These statistics are from the Armed 
Forces Journal of February 1975. 

The extra 60 missiles are really rather 
marginal, Mr. President. But it is im
portant, I think, that we examine this 
particular weapons system to find out 
whether we are just adding something 
is our defense posture that is basically 
unnecessary and unjustified. 

Mr. President, I think it is fair for us 
to ask, with the administration's posi
tion on this particular issue, what they 
feel is going to be the strategic trade-off 
if we accept their missiles and to deploy 
them. I would be interested to know 
what is going to be the strategic trade
Jotf in staying under the Vladivostok 
limits for MffiV's. I think that is 
important. 

The argument can be made here that 
we have not agreed on a treaty and that 
the Vladivostok agreement with the 
Soviet Union is not meaningful. But if 
that is the position of the administra
tion, then I think we ought to know 
it, Mr. President; and I do not think any 
spokesperson for the administration has 
been prepared to indicate that they are 
throwing out the Vladivostok agreement. 

So if we are still trying to achieve 
what I consider to be an important, use
ful, and desirable goal of a limit of 1,320 
MIRV's, and if we will have 264 Trident 
launchers, 496 Poseidon launchers, and 
550 Minuteman IIIs, a total of 1,310-
while the limit is 1,320-I would like to 
know from the chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee whether this means 

we are going to reduce the number of 
Trident boats or reduce Poseidon? 

I think, Mr. President, in view of the 
arguments the Secretary of Defense 
made before the committee in May of 
this year, about the sea-based launched 
missile's being the best weapon we have 
in terms of the strategic posture of the 
United States, that we ought to know 
whether, if we defeat this particular 
amendment, where there is going to be 
reduction in these other areas. 

I hope the chairman of the commit
tee would be able to enlighten us on that 
particular issue. 

I would also like to know from the 
committee whether, with the additional 
60 missiles that will be included, is it the 
intention of the Defense Department to 
actually deploy the 127 Minuteman III 
missiles which, at the present time, are in 
storage? Is this going to be a deployment 
of 60 plus the 127 which are in storage? 
And if it is only the additional 60 that 
you want to have deployed, why is it 
necessary to have the 60 on top of the 
127? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, if I could 
sum up an answer just in this way, I 
think it is about like this: No one knows 
what is going to happen with reference 
to another SALT agreement. The Soviets 
do not know, and we do not know. We 
know they are cheating some on what 
they have already agreed to, according 
to their own admission. We do not know 
what exactly we may do in the future. 
I know nothing of any planned missile 
sites or anything. 

As far as I know, if we used these mis
siles at all, we would use them in the 
present missile stands. It is not a very 
expensive :figure either in making the 
change. 

There is no change proposed for Tri
dent, no request for additional ones so 
far as I know, but Trident is just not 
ready yet for faster production. In other 
words, this one single thread of Minute
man production is the only thing we have 
now that we can keep in motion and re
tain some momentum during this uncer
tain period. I think we would make a 
great mistake, with all deference to 
everyone, if this, which has been passed 
to us now in the Congress--

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Does the Defense De

partment intend to deploy these partic
ular missiles? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator 
from Washington. 

Mr. JACKSON. I think certainly the 
Senator from Massachusetts has asked a 
very proper question. The missiles for 
storage are for two purposes, as I under
stand it, not for deployment but for test 
and replacement. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Would the Senator 
from Washington tell me the rate of test
ing that is taking place in recent years? 

Mr. MOSS. I can do that. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I understand it is 

seven a year, which means we have 
enough for testing now for 18 years. 

Mr. JACKSON. Of course, it is a mat
ter of prudence in a situation--

Mr. KENNEDY. Is the Senator stat
ing, as part of the justification for buy
ing missiles, that they are going to be 
used 18 years from now? 

Mr. JACKSON. No. 
As I understand, there are two prob

lems here. The testing does not take a 
lot of missiles, I agree on that. But there 
is also the need for replacements. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Does the Senator 
know how many missiles, at the current 
time, are being used in terms of replace
ments? 

Mr. JACKSON. This is not in addition 
to the Minuteman ill deployment; that 
is the main point, I think. 

Mr. KENNEDY. The answer to that is, 
with all due respect, there are 17 missiles 
being used at the present time in terms 
of replacements. They have used, in the 
last year and a half, an average of seven 
missiles a yea1· for testing. 

They have 127 that are being stored, 
and they are asking for an additional 60. 
I think it is fair to know, when they are 
asking for 60 more, whether their mis
siles are going to be deployed or just 
stored. 

Mr. JACKSON. I think the answer to 
that, the basic answer, is what is going 
to happen on SALT. Now, very clearly, 
the first of the year, the assumption was 
that we were going to have an agree
ment on SALT. At this point in time it 
is quite obvious we are not near an 
agreement on SALT because of the So
viet position on Backfire and the cruise 
missiles. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. STENNIS. How much time do I 
have remaining? 

Mr. KENNEDY. May I just ask a fur
ther question: Can the chairman of the 
committee enlighten us concerning any 
justification the Defense Department 
gave in terms of a change in the stra
tegic position of the Soviet Union? Was 
there a.ny testimony before the commit
tee, since the time the Secretary of De
fen.se's posture statement in which he 
indicated that the production line was 
going to be terminated, to the effect that 
there has been any change in the Soviet 
strategic position? 

Mr. STENNIS. The high points are 
they told us in January they were re
serving judgment on this matter and 
hoping they would not have to ask for 
more, but they referred then to the 
SALT talks and the progress that might 
be made. 

Later. the Secretary used that reserva
tion he made. He came in in May and 
pointed out that no progress had been 
made on a new SALT agreement. He said 
he recommended these missiles being 
made available rather than stopping 
the production line. 

Now, that is another key thought here. 
I, too, am tired of having to pay for 
these missile warheads. We have this 
question over in Appropriations. 

I made the motion that we put this in 
this bill. I wanted to hold it down, but I 
thought we could not afford to pass this 
matter up just for those practical points 
I have given. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I am wondering 
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whether the committee itself considered 
an alternative of either speeding up the 
MX or the Trident program, really to 
increase our strategic punch? 

Mr. STENNIS. That was thoroughly 
considered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. And the decision? 
Mr. STENNIS. That those are both 

moving forward, those that the Senator 
has mentioned, but you just cannot do 
it all at once. This is the one move we 
could make that had meaning now, and 
I think that is the controlling factor, 
with the hope that they will not have to 
spend this money after all. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. STENNIS. What time does each 
side have, please? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi has 12 minutes, the 
Senator from Massachusetts has 20 
minutes. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator. 

I was not ignoring the Senator but just 
calculating. How much time does the 
Senfl,tor want; 1 minute? 

Mr. MOSS. Maybe 2 minutes. 
Mr. STENNIS. Two minutes, no more, 

please. 
Mr. MOSS. First of all, the question is 

why cannot we speed up MX. Well, you 
are talking about 9 years time before 
MX can be brought on line, so here we 
have a big gap. 

On this business of using test missiles 
for development--that was what I was 
trying to speak to--cur'rently we have 45 
operational Minuteman II missiles and 
115 Minuteman III test missiles. These 
are the test missiles. They will be test
fired on a carefully defined statistical 
basis to confirm that the missiles are not 
deteriorating with age. They are not to 
be used for other purposes, only for tests. 

In addition, we have 10 Minuteman II 
spares and 30 Minuteman III spares, and 
the spares have just one purpose, tore
place operational missiles that need serv
icing. Sometimes these missiles fail to 
respond normally to diagnostic tests, in
cluding potential defects that exist in 
the missiles. 

A suspect missile is replaced with a 
spare and sent out for servicing. If these 
40 spares are not available, then we can
not keep the silos full at all times and 
we could not rely on having a given num
ber of missiles at any time. 

Therefore, the operational test missiles 
and the spares are not available for any 
other purpose. We do not have in storage 
the number of missiles the Senator from 
Massachusetts indicated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GARN). The Senator's 2 minutes have 
expired. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 

3 minutes to the Senator from Idaho. I 
am sorry I cannot make it more. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, so many 

reasons exist for the continuation of the 
production of the Minuteman missile, 
that I find it difficult to see why some 
of my colleagues are hesitant to support 
this program. In the face of the massive 
buildup of the strategic missile force of 

the Soviet Union, continued production 
of the Minuteman m missile booster, 
and even additional MIRVed warheads, 
is an inexpensive means to increa-se the 
survivability of our ICBM force. Contin
uation of production would increase our 
:flexibility and options thus insuring the 
et!ectiveness of our nuclear deterence 
in the future. 

Apparently, there is some unjustified 
concern that continued ICBM production 
will interfere with the strategic arms 
limitations negotiations which are now 
underway. But there should be no cause 
for that concern. The continued produc
tion of the Minuteman m missile booster 
is not inconsistent with any strategic 
arms limitations agreements we have 
now or can anticipate in the future. In 
addition, the continued production of our 
last ICBM provides an incentive to the 
Soviet Union to reach a new strategic 
arms limitation treaty, and provides a 
hedge against the possibility that the 
Soviet Union might violate present or fu
ture agreements. In light of recent dis
closures of Soviet violations of SALT I, 
these are important considerations. 

At present, the United States is per
mitted 1,000 light ICBM's under the 1972 
SALT I agreement on strategic ot!ensive 
weapons. The United States has deployed 
a full complement of 1,000 such ICBM's 
consisting of 550 Minuteman m mis
siles, with MIRVed warheads, and 450 
older Minuteman II missiles, each with 
a single warhead. The United States 
could, if it wished, replace all of the old 
Minuteman II missiles with Minuteman 
m missiles, which are hardened against 
greater nuclear et!ects and are more ac
curate, more :flexible, and have greater 
range, and still be within the limits of 
SALT I. However, in late 1974, the Eoviet 
Union and the United States agreed at 
Vladivostok to attempt to reach a formal 
agreement that would limit the number 
of MIRVed strategic ot!ensive vehicles 
to 1,320. Presently, American plans call 
for a force of MIRVed strategic ot!ensive 
vehicles under that limit of 1,320. Since 
the United States intends to deploy a 
force of 496 Poseidon SLBM's by 1979, all 
MIRVed, along with its 550 Minuteman 
m MIRVed missiles, the United States 
could deploy an additional 274 MIRVed 
Minuteman m missiles and stay under 
the informal Vladivostok ceiling on 
MIRV'S. The United States could de
cide to deploy these additional MIRVed 
ICBM's, but need not do so. All would 
depend on the strategic balance and the 
progreso of strategic arms limitations 
talks. 

In 1979, if there are no major develop
ment problems, the United States will 
begin to deploy its first Trident I SLBM's. 
Since these will also be MIRVed, they 
will count against the Vladivostok MIRV 
limit if it is in effect at that time. Even 
if by 1979 the United States had replaced 
all of its Minuteman II missiles with the 
MIRVed Minuteman ill ICBM, which is 
not planned and may not be possible 
given present rates of production, a 
MIRVed Trident I could replace a 
MIRVed Minuteman III, not by having 
the ICBM missile deactivated, but sim
ply by removing its MffiVed warhead 
and replacing it \\ith a warhead contain-

ing a single reentry vehicle, assuming 
this is not prevented by some future 
agreement. This non-MIRVed Minute
man m, one might call it a Minuteman 
II%, would be longer ranged, more accu
rate, more flexible, more survivable, and 
of newer construction than the old Min
uteman II missiles. Thus, the United 
States can inexpensively underscore the 
credibility of its nuclear deterrence sim
ply by continuing the construction of 
Minuteman III boos;ters, and even 
MIRVed warheads if it wishes, without 
fear of violating either the letter or the 
spirit of present or future strategic arms 
agreements. 

The United States must remind the 
Soviet Union that it will continue to 
negotiate from strength and does not 
take the arms control process lightly. 
Last year, along with many of my col
leagues, I wa-s alarmed at reports that 
the Soviet Union was involved in exten
sive violations of the SALT I agreements. 
In December, in the face of great con
troversy, the Secretary of State reassured 
Congress and the American people that 
the Soviet Union had not committed 
actual violations of any SALT agree
ments although it had taken advantage 
of ambiguities in the understandings and 
had not given much credence to Ameri
can interpretations. 

In short, the American Secretary of 
State defended the behavior of the Soviet 
Union on the grounds that they had vio
lated only the spirit, but not the letter, 
of the SALT agreements. This week, 
however, -the Soviet Union has acknowl
edged that, in the very month when Sec
retary Kissinger was exPlaining away 
their actions, the Soviet Union wa-s con
ducting sea trials for four Delta II SLBM 
submarines whose launchers, when added 
to the number of launchers already de
ployed by the Russians, were in excess of 
the SALT I limits on combined SLBM 
and ICBM totals. Again, the administra
tion says that this wa-s not a technical 
violation because a secret agreement 
gives the two parties to SALT I 4 months 
to dismantle old heavY ICBM's which 
are to be replaced by the new SLBM 
launchers. 

A violation did occw·, however, when 
the Soviet Union had not completed the 
dismantling process by April. The State 
Department reports that the problem 
has been solved because the Soviet Union 
has agreed to complete the dismantling 
process. Unfortunately, according to the 
May 24, 1976, issue of Aviation Week, the 
United States will be somewhat re
stricted in its ability to verify these 
Soviet actions because the last American 
Big Bird surveillance satellite covering 
that part of the Soviet Union has de
cayed in its orbit and a new one would 
not normally be launched for another 2 
or3 months. 

There are two aspects of this Soviet 
violation of the SALT agreements which 
disturb me. First, why does the Soviet 
Union take its arms control responsibili
ties so lightly? I would suggest that it is 
because we do not take their violations 
of our agreements seriously. Indeed, per
haps they are testing to see how far they 
can go in turning arms control measures 
to their advantage. Second, how is it that 



15638 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE May 26, 1976 

for a period of 4 months legally, and an 
additional 2 months illegally, the Soviet 
Union has been able to maintain in being 
a force of 51 heavy ICBM's, almost equal 
to the entire U.S. force of 54 heavy 
Titans, above the limits agreed to in 
SALT I? These are disturbing questions. 

The time has come for the United 
States to stop attempting to persuade the 
Soviet Union that we are trustworthy. 
The time has come to stop such acts of 
unilateral disarmament as have been 
aimed at the Cruise missile, the B-1 
bomber, and now the Minuteman missile, 
our last ICBM in production. The time 
has come for the United States to stand 
firm, watch its defenses, and observe So
viet behavior. The time has come for the 
Soviet Union to convince us that they 
take arms control seriously. 

Mr. President, it seems to me there are 
two or three things that ought to be un
derscored as we come to the vote on this 
amendment-and I do oppose the 
amendment. 

One is, what are the violations by the 
Soviet Union of SALT I and how secure 
are we under those agreements that have 
already been forged? 

I note some very recent articles, one 
in the New York Times, one in the Wash
ington Post, the Washington Post article 
being this morning. The headline in it is 
"Soviets Admit Violation of SALT Ac
cord," and the New York Times article 
also remarks that there were several 
Members of the Congress that a year ago 
suggested the administration was not 
taking a firm enough line on the Soviet 
Union in the violations which were then 
occurring on SALT I, let alone the Vladi
vostok agreements which are not yet 
forged into any kind of an agreement or 
agreed to by the Congress of the United 
States. 

I suggest this Congress is going to look 
at that treaty when it comes before this 
Congress in a much more critical manner 
than SALT I was looked at, because we 
have already been told the SALT I agree
ments consisted of the treaty and an ac
cord which were approved by the Senate 
of the United States and some separate 
agreements which were secret agree
ments, not told to the public of the 
United States, and some understandings 
which were not binding on the Soviet 
Union. 

I think we are going to ask some ques
tions about those secret understandings 
and some nonbinding unilateral state
ments not part of the treaty and not 
binding on either party. 

I want to underscore, a year ago I was 
one of those who said they were violating 
the SALT agreements, and the facts since 
then have proven that was true. 

We now see a violation of the agree
ments again and I think we cannot take 
any very great comfort in agreements 
with a country that seems to feel it can 
violate the agreements. 

I point out that even if Vladivostok 
Accords are entered into, we could and 
perhaps should deploy additional Min
uteman m in substitution for Minute
man II. 

The Vladivostok Accords, which limit 
the number of MIRVed vehicles, would 
permit us to do that and we would, if we 

built 60 more and desired to, deploy those 
along with the 127 we already have, along 
with a reasonable testing program, dur
ing the next 7 or 8 years. We would not 
even come up to the limits of the 
Vladivostok Accord until 1983. 

The PRESIDmG OFFICER <Mr. 
GoLDWATER). The Senator's time has ex
pired. 

Mr. McCLURE. I thank the Senator for 
yielding this time. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may need. 

Mr. President, over the last 4 years, a 
series of Secretaries of Defense have 
come before the Armed Services Commit
tee and recommended a closing down of 
the production of the Minuteman m, 
recognizing that we have the numbers 
which they felt were essential to main
tain that particular aspect of our land
based missile system and that we have 
sufilcient numbers in terms of the backup 
for any foreseeable future. 

In his posture statement of January 27, 
the Secretary of Defense indicated that 
there were only two conditions under 
which he would recommend a continua
tion of the production line. 

One would depend on the outcome of 
SALT and the other would be a change 1n 
the Soviet position with regard to 
ICBM'S. 

We have not heard a word during this 
debate all afternoon about whether the 
Soviet Union has changed its position 
on ICBM's, and we have not heard, I 
do not believe, any convincing comment, 
testimony or statement on SALT, other 
than that the SALT negotiations are 
still going on, and that the administra
tion is attempting to reach some kind of 
satisfactory SALT solution. 

So we have not met the two criteria 
which had been established by the Secre
tary of Defense. 

Finally, Mr. President, if we say that 
we need to have a strong posture in bar
gaining with the Soviet Union during 
these SALT negotiations, I think we 
ought to be able to make the case, and, 
if so, then have a credible additional 
bargaining chip. 

We cannot say we are getting an addi
tional, strong bargaining chip with the 
addition of $317 million in Minuteman 
m. We might be able to make that case 
in terms of spending for the Trident or 
going ahead with the MX. If so, then we 
ought to have statements by the mem
bers of the Armed Services Committee 
to justify that particular posture and 
position. If we want to convince the 
Soviet Union that we mean business, 
and if we do need to do more, which I 
doubt, it seems to me that Trident or 
MX would be a much stronger, better, 
and more effective way of doing it. 

But I do feel, Mr. President, that we 
are going to be taking $317 million of 
the American taxpayers' funds and 
spending them without increasing the 
security or the safety of the American 
people. 

For those reasons and other reasons 
we have outlined earlier, I hope the 
amendment is agreed to. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Referring to an ear
lier portion of the Senator's statement, I 
note that Secretary Rumsfeld said in his 
posture statement this year: 

The MK-12A higher yield reentry vehicle 
wm continue in R&D in order to provide 
the option to improve U.S. strategic capa
bilities should circumstances so dictate. A 
production decision for the MK-12A is being 
deferred pending our continuing assessment 
o! Soviet ICBM capabilities. 

Then with the Texas primary 4 days 
ahead, looming up, looking not very sat
isfactory from the point of view of the 
President of the United States, appar
ently there was an order to get some 
campaign financing out of the Defense 
budget, and on that April 27, 4 days be
fore the primary, DOD said: 

The Adm.lnlstration has continued to re
view the MK-12A program and has con
cluded that because o! the decision to 
maintain the option to continue Minuteman 
m production, 1t is desirable to submit a. 
FY 77 Budget Amendment to provide pro
curement funds for the MK-12A higher yield 
re-entry vehicle in FY 77 instead o! waiting 
untUFY78. 

1978, of course, being, I note, after the 
Presidential election of this year would 
be well behind us. 

The point here is that DOD did not 
meet its own criterion of "Soviet ICBM 
capabilities." 

I ask the Senator if he knows of any 
change in the Soviet program since Jan
uary? Have we been told? I have not 
been told. Has the Senator learned of 
any change in the Soviet program that 
justifies this switch in what we are 
doing? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Quite the contrary. 
We have asked for the testimony before 
the Armed Services Committee by any 
spokesperson, by the administration, on 
those two particular points, and there 
has been nothing in this discussion or 
debate or in any of the committee hear
ings which would indicate this. 

As a matter of fact, there is the 
statement of the Secretary of Defense in 
May of this year that indicates the rate 
of progress at SALT, which is that we do 
not have an agreement at the present 
time. But, quite clearly, the Secretary of 
Defense did not indicate, in any state
ment or comment before the committee 
that there was either a failw·e of the 
SALT talks or an increase in the stra
tegic posture of the Soviet Union which 
would justify a reconsideration of the 
Minuteman m decision of January 27. 

Mr. CRANSTON. So rather plainly, 
then, it was not any unexpected action 
by the Soviet Union. What really oc
curred was some unexpected action on 
the part of those voting in primary elec
tions in North Carolina and elsewhere 
that led to a concern-not about what 
the Russians would do-but what the 
voters would do in Texas in the Repub
lican primary 4 days after this state
ment, which caused the change. So here 
we are with a new form of public financ
ing for presidential campaigns. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, how 
much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 14 minutes. The Senator from 
Mississippi has 7 minutes. 
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Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am 

prepared to yield back the remainder of 
my time if the manager of the bill is 
prepared to yield back the remainder of 
his time. 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator 
from Utah, Mr. President. 

Mr. GARN. Mr. President, as I have 
listened to the debate since my opening 
remarks, I believe one thing has been 
continually ignored. The distinguished 
Senator from Massachusetts continues 
to talk about figures and numbers, and . 
whether the missiles are going to go into 
storage or whether they are not. The 
point I think is being overwhelmingly 
ignored is that we only have one ICBM 
production line. The Russians continue 
with four. They continue to modernize 
their strategic weapons systems. I think 
it would be irresponsible on that basis 
alone for us to unilaterally stop produc
tion, regardless of the numbers, with the 
Russians continuing with four lines. The 
numbers are not nearly as important as 
the fact that we disband the most effi
cient, most productive ICBM production 
team in the world. That is where the 
bargaining chip comes. If we have no 
team, if they disperse to other jobs and 
they are disbanded, and the SALT talks 
fail, and with all of the unknowns, the 
uncertainties, then how do we get them 
back together if we need them? I think 
there is justification, without regard to 
numbers, for maintaining the production 
team. If we disband it, we will be sorry. 
That has been ignored in the debate. I 
believe that the need to keep the produc
tion team together in case we need it 
has been ignored by the distinguished 
Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I want 
to yield to a member of our committee 
who has followed missiles, planes, sub
marines, and everything else for years. 
I yield 4 minutes to the Senator from 
Nevada, if he would care to use that 
time. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator for yielding. 

Mr. President, I rise to speak in favor 
of continued production and deployment 
of the Minuteman m missile. By way 
of preamble, it might be well to review 
some of the characteristics of Minute
man, and the contribution of the stra
tegic missile to the defense of the United 
States. 

Minuteman II and Minuteman III mis
siles form a unique element of the U.S. 
strategic deterrent force-the Triad of 
bombers, sea-launched ballistic missiles, 
and land-launched intercontinental bal
listic missiles. 

Minuteman missiles maintain the 
highest continuous day-to-day alert rate 
of the Triad elements. Normally, almost 
all of our Minuteman missiles are ready 
for immediate launch, regardless of the 
state of warning. This high availability 
rate combines with low day-to-day oper
ating costs to make the ICBM the least 
expensive weapon in our strategic 
arsenal. 

Disperal and hardening of the ICBM 
launch facilities means that each mis
sile is a separate target for the enemy. 
Hence, in order to attack the 1,000 Min
uteman missiles the Soviet Union must 

commit a large portion of its resources 
to their destruction-resources which 
otherwise could be used against other 
military targets, our cities, and our in
dustry. However, in order to attack Min
uteman, the Soviet Union must attack 
the sovereign territory of the United 
States, thus inviting immediate retalia
tiov.. This expectancy of retaliation con
tributes directly to deterrence. 

Responsiveness to command and con
trol, rapid retargeting, quick launch 
time, short time of flight, high ability 
to penetrate to the target, and lethal ac
curacy, make Minuteman a very capable 
and flexible weapon system. The receipt 
of Presidential launch orders can be ac
knowledged instantly by reliable means 
and, upon execution of the orders, the 
launch results and the status of there
maining forces can be reported prompt
ly. It is these characteristics that make 
Minuteman-particularly Minuteman 
m-a uniquely effective military wea
pon, commanding the respect of any 
potential enemy. 

Minuteman remains highly survivable 
and able to withstand a Soviet first 
strike and then retaliate quickly and ef
fectively. Moreover, the survivability of 
the elements of the Triad, including 
Minuteman, is further reinforced by the 
synergistic benefits of mutual reinforce
ment. Any attack directed at our bomber 
force will provide warning sufficient to 
launch our ICBM's prior to being at
tacked and conversely any attack di
rected at our ICBM's provides sufficient 
warning to launch our bombers under 
positive control. 

Thus, the Minuteman ICBM force, be
cause of its unique characteristics, con
tributes today and will continue in the 
future, to contribute to the strategic 
deterrent posture of the United States. 

A review of the strategic situation last 
year resulted in a tentative decision to 
close the Minuteman m production line. 
At the same time it was understood that, 
depending upon the outcome of ongoing 
arms limitation negotiations and our 
continuing assessment of Soviet ICBM 
programs, the option would be retained 
to make further improvements in the 
u.s. ICBM posture by continuing Min
uteman III production. 

Since that time, it has become clear 
that the Soviets have not matched our 
restraint. They have continued a pro
gram of strategic force improvement and 
modernization that apparently is aimed 
at achieving superiority over the United 
States. Soviet international adventurism 
has increased, and they have boldly pw·
sued foreign military intervention with 
their own forces and through client 
states. 

The SALT II negotiations have not 
been concluded and the Soviets continue 
to deploy new MffiV strategic missiles. 
Since it is the only U.S. strategic system 
currently in production, preparation for 
continued Minuteman III deployment 
can provide leverage in the negotiations. 
The Trident I missile is not expected 
until fiscal year 1979, and the B-1 
bomber until 1981. 

There is room within the 1,320 Vladi
vostok MIRV ceiling for continued de
ployment of Minuteman III now. Should 

Minuteman ID's be increased from the 
present level of 550 to 700, readjust
ment between land-launched and sea
launched MffiV's would not occur before 
the early 1980's, depending upon the rate 
at which Trident joins the fleet, and 
perhaps not at all, depending upon the 
service life of the Poseidon missile and 
also the outcome of SALT talks. We 
should remember that under the Vladi
vostok understandings, the decision as to 
proper division of 1,320 MIRV's between 
land- and sea-launched sysems remains 
a national prerogative. 

Additional Minuteman m production 
at this time provides a modest and meas
ured increase in strategic capability 
aimed at persuading the Soviets to re
strain their offensive initiatives. In ad
dition, Minuteman ni missiles otfer the 
potential for cost-effective incremental 
increases in military capability through 
accuracy and yield improvements, there
by providing continued flexibility in the 
face of any further Soviet initiatives 
during this decade. 

It would also be prudent to retain the 
Minuteman production line as a hedge 
against any delay in the Tl'ident I mis
sile program. Our early experience With 
ballistic missiles should serve as a warn
ing of the delays inherent in new pro
grams. Continued Minuteman ill pro
duction and deployment would close this 
gap should it develop. 

U.S. options for new ICBM programs 
depend upon a skilled industrial base. 
Cancellation of Minuteman production 
is estimated to result in the termination 
of 40,000 jobs, and will force many large 
and small contractors out of the ICBM. 
business. Not only will this make any fu
ture reconstitution of Minuteman pro
duction inordlnantly expensive, but the 
dissipation of production skills and tech
niques would slow the Nation's ab111ty to 
begin production of foiiow-on ICBM 
systems. 

Based on these factors, I believe that it 
is reasonable, that it is prudent, and that 
it is imperative, that we make this in
vestment at this time in our future 
security. 

Mr. STENNIS. Does the Senator from 
Massachusetts have a technical correc
tion that he Wishes to offer at this time? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I would like to offer 
it at this time. 

Mr. President, I send an amendment 
to the desk and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Presi
dent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
a tor will state it. 

Mr. KENNEDY. As I understand it, we 
have to yield back the remainder of our 
time before we consider a modification 
to an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Until all 
time has been yielded back, there can be 
no modification of an amendment. 

Mr. STENNIS. How much time have I 
remaining, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 1 minute. 

Mr. STENNIS. I will sum up briefly. 
Let us be aware, I say to Senators, 

that this is a highly important vote. 
There is good reason for asking for this 
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continuing production line and I re
spectfully submit those who attack the 
money item in the bill have not made a 
case against it. The presumption is cer
tainly in favor of it. We have not reached 
a new SALT agreement. We do not know 
exactly what to do, frankly. We have 
only this one production line in all the 
free world. This amendment is to keep it 
going. Hopefully, we will not have to 
spend this money, but we are living in a 
realistic world, and I do not think we 
have any choice. 

They say, "Why not speed up the MX, 
speed up Trident?" Some of the opposi
tion to this item comes from those who 
opposed Trident in the beginning. If that 
had not been fought out here in the 
Chamber, we would not have a Trident. 
But it is here as far as production is 
concerned. 

What we are going to do now is what 
counts. This is all the production we 
have left. Let us keep this money in the 
bill. It is not in the House bill as it has 
not been considered there. This is the 
only way to get it this year, to put it in 
this bill. 

I yield back the remainder of my time. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 

myself a :final 2 minutes. 
I start off with a different assumption 

than the chairman of the committee. I 
think that we should not be spending the 
taxpayers' money unless we can actually 
justify doing so. It is not that we should 
go ahead with spending unless we can 
justify not going ahead with it. We 
ought to use the criteria which has been 
established by the Secretary of Defense: 
First, has there been a change in the 
strategic posture or position of the Soviet 
Union? 

There has not been. There has not 
been testimony or evidence advanced in 
the Senate this afternoon which would 
support the existence of such a change. 
That was part of the test which the 
Secretary of Defense stated on January 
27. 

Second, has there been such a disrup
tion or breaking down of the SALT 
agreements which would justify building 
extra Minuteman ill's? 

There has not been evidence, com
ment, testimony, or statement by those 
involved in the negotiations or spokes
person for the administration which 
would indicate that. 

Third, Mr. President, if we are looking 
for a way to increase our bargaining 
position-and I do not believe this is 
needed-let us do something that will 
really make a difference. I suggest that, 
this should be in the area of the 'MX or 
the Trident submarine. We can do that 
without breaking the limit on MffiV's 
which has been established at Vladi
vostok and which hopefully is still sup
ported by this administration-an agree
ment which I personally believe can be 
an important step toward moving the 
world away from the possibilities and 
dangers of nuclear holocaust. 

I hope that the amendment wm be 
agreed to. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from North Carolina urges his col
leagues to vote against the Kennedy
Cranston amendment. In his opinion, it 

is of the utmost importance for the 
United States to continue Minuteman 
production so that we will have our 
strategic options open for the future. We 
all know the long-leadtime that it takes 
for the development of a major new 
strategic weapon. The so-called MX is 
barely out of the concept stage, and we 
will be lucky to see development of a 
unified concept begin before :fiscal year 
1978. This means that the earliest possi
ble date to begin actual production would 
be :fiscal year 1986, almost 10 years from 
now. 

Meanwhile, the Soviets have four 
ICBM's in production and according to 
DOD testimony they have still another 
generation in the development stage. 

That is why the President has re
quested an additional $268.9 million to 
continue Minuteman m missile procure
ment. As stated in the Air Force testi
mony supporting the budget amendment 
request approval of this funding coupled 
with the $40 million long-lead repro
graming will provide the funding and 
plan necessary to continue the Minute
man Ill production to September 1976. 
By that time, the administration will be 
able to make a deployment decision ap
propriate to the situation which will 
then exist. 

Mr. President, we all know that the 
strategic arms situation is in flux. At the 
present time, no one in this body can 
say whether a significant SALT n agree
ment will be reached or not, or whether 
the Senate will approve such an agree
ment if it is reached. Nor can one say 
what the Soviets will do in the way of 
deployment either. We all know, for ex
ample, that the Soviets have already ad
mitted to one so-called technical viola
tion of SALT I, and our experts have 
argued very strongly that the Soviets' 
unilateral interpretation of SALT I has 
brushed aside countless other violations. 

It is very important, therefore, that we 
keep this Minuteman production line in 
operation, while SALT II is under nego
tiation-and even after--so that the jigs, 
tools, and specialized personnel are not 
dispersed. If they are dispersed, then the 
additional leadtime to reassemble the 
team might well spell the difference to 
our future security. 

Now if in September, a decision should 
be made not to deploy any more Minute
man ill's, the money will not be wasted. 
The chief controversy surrounding the 
deployment of more :htfinuteman m•s is 
whether or not the deployment of more 
MffiV warheads would put us over the 
Vladivostok limit of 1,320. I do not per
sonally agree that we are bound by the 
Vladivostok agreement, but I realize that 
there are many Senators in this body who 
support the limits informally agreed 
upon there. But I say to them that, even 
if they feel that we should not deploy 
more Minuteman III's, they can support 
the committee authorization. Should 
there be a SALT II agreement that con
firms Vladivostok, then the Minuteman 
production line can be used to modernize 
the single-warhead Minuteman II's al
ready deployed. 

The Air Force has testified that such 
an option is indeed possible. If deploy
ment of Minuteman III's is judged to be 

unnecessary in the future, the booster 
now being assembled on the production 
line can be used for the modernization 
of the 450 Minuteman II's. Although the 
III carries three warheads, the n has 
only one reentry vehicle. These missiles 
\7ere last deployed in 1965. They are now 
10 years old. Now some might assume 
that these missiles do not age sign:ficantly 
since they are not actually fired. But as 
a matter of fact, the readiness of these 
missiles is constantly tested, 24 hours a 
day. The electronics are constantly in 
operation, so that if a failure is detected 
in any part it can be repaired. But any 
piece of electronic equipment ages, no 
matter how well it is maintained. These 
are stategic assets that should be moder
nized. 

So if the option to modernize Minute
man n, is chosen using the old warheads 
on new boosters, we will have a far more 
dependable force, without changing any 
of the limits that we agreed upon in 
SALT I. Among the significant improve
ments would be the following: 

First, improved missile hardness 
against nuclear effects; second, rapid 
retargeting; third, greater range; fourth, 
improved accuracy; :fifth, extended use
ful life; and six, more ICBM flexibility 
for the future. 

The funding level which has been au
thorized by the committee provides a 
cost effective option for upgrading the 
Minuteman n force. Indeed, the cost for 
upgrading the total 450 Minuteman II 
force, including the necessary develop
ment and test cost, would be· less than 
the cost of 1 ¥2 Trident submarines. 

Since Minuteman II uses single re
entry vehicles, they do not disturb the 
Vladivostok MIRV limit of 1,320 war
heads. Moreover, such modernization of 
the 450 II's will not necessitate any ad
justments to the Poseidon/Trident fleet. 

Finally, by maintaining production, 
the Minuteman II modernization would 
allow for rapid deployment of Minute
man m•s in the future, if international 
considerations should require it. 

In essence, then, the administration's 
budget request amendment provides us 
with three options: To deploy more Min
uteman m•s at the present time; to 
switch to modernization of Minuteman 
ll's at the present time; or to begin 
modernization of Minuteman II's at pres
ent and then switch back to III's in the 
future should the international situation 
change. 

In my judgment, it would be unwise, 
in the present world situation, to fore
close this Nation from having these op
tions available. If we stop production of 
Minuteman, we are stopping the produc
tion of our only ICBM. We are depending 
upon blind faith that we will have the 
strategic resources in the future to de
fend ourselves, and that the Soviet Union 
will back down from its present a.ggr·es
sive posture. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I would 
like to speak in favor of keeping the Min
uteman m production line open and 
against the Kennedy /Cranston amend
ment-the intent of which is to delete 
the $322 million requested to keep the 
Minuteman line open. 

First, the assumption was made by th~ 
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authors of the Dear Colleague letter that 
was circulated to all Members of the 
Senate announcing this amendment that 
none of these missiles would be deployed. 
I would like to point out the JCS has 
approved a 600/400 mix; however, Im
plementation of that decision is de
pendent of "the Administration review in 
September of SALT ll." Admittedly, the 
decision has constantly restrained our 
action by a shadow called Vladivostok 
Accord&--an accord on which we have 
not even been asked to give our advice 
and consent to, let alone approve. Those 
who constantly advocate U.S. restraint 
should review recent Soviet action in 
their strategic forces areas. 

Contrary to what has been said, Min
uteman m does provide improved stra
tegic capability by: 

First. Improved missile hardness 
against nuclear effects (dust, debris, and 
EMP>; 

Second. Quicker reaction: 
Third. Rapid retargeting-command 

data buffer-which would reduce re
targeting from over 24 hours to less than 
36 minutes per missile: 

Fourth. Greater range; 
Fifth. Improved accuracy; 
Sixth. Extend useful life-present 

boosters are 10 years old and are now 
showing signs of aging; and 

Seventh. Provide more ICBM flexibil
ity in the future in case of further SALT 
II breakdowns. 

What is more, should the decision be 
made not to deploy any more Minuteman 
ill's, we could continue to produce Min
uteman m boosters-first, seconi, and 
third stages-and guidance systems, and 
use the Minuteman II single reentry ve
hicle-stop production of the MIRV por
tion. This option would significantly im
prove our strategic force posture without 
getting involved in the sticky MIRV issue. 

As on other strategic programs-B-1, 
ALCM, et cetera--those who consistently 
balk at any new systems are now telltng 
us-do not keep the most cost-effective 
option open, but wait and let us invest 
our money in a deliberate development 
of a new, large, more survivable ICBM
which they know full well they have not, 
and will not, support. 

Mr. President, the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense yesterday responded to several 
of the points raised by Senators KENNEDY 
and CRANSTON in their Dear Colleague 
letter of last week. I believe that the 
points raised have been well stated by 
other Senators in the last few days, but 
the views of the Defense Department do 
provide some additional information 
that should be useful to Senators in mak
ing up their minds about how to vote on 
relevant amendments. The Deputy Sec
retary's letter has been printed hereto
fore in the RECORD. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Is it necessary to yield 
back prior to amending my amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will not be in order until all 
time has been yielded back. 

1\Ir. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, if I have 
any time left, I yield back the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will now be in order. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to modify my amend
ment. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I believe 
the Senator is correct when he asks for 
this modification. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The modifica
tion will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

On page 15, line 8, strike out "$1,883,100,-
000", a.nd insert 1n lieu thereof "•1,566.100,-
000" and strike out everything after the fig
ure 1,883,100,000 down through line 10. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment, as 
modifled. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered and the clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Mr. Hunter of 
my staff be accorded the privilege of the 
fioor during the rollcall on this amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. STENNIS. Is this vote on the 
amendment itself, the main Kennedy 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The vote 
is on the major amendment as amended. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Mr. Rod Levin 
of my staff be accorded the privilege of 
the floor during the vote on the pending 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we 
have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment (No. 1663) , as amended, of 
the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. 
KENNEDY) . On this question, the yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we 
have quiet? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GoLDWATER). The Senate will be in order. 
The clerk will suspend until order is re
stored. Senators will clear the well. That 
means everyone. 

Mr. TOWER. Me, too? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, you. 

Senators in the well will repair to their 
seats. 

The clerk may continue. 
The call of the roll was resumed. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair will announce that the 15 minutes 
for voting has expired. The clerk will 
tally the rollcall. 

Mr. STENNIS. Regular order, Mr. 
President. I understand that the time for 
the rollcall has expired. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 

has expired. The Senator is correct. The 
regular order is called for. 

The call of the roll was resumed and 
concluded. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from South Dakota 
(Mr. ABOUREZK) , the Senator from Idaho 
<Mr. CHURCH) , the Senator from Wyo
ming (Mr. McGEE), the Senator from 
New Mexico (Mr. MONTOYA), the Sena
tor from Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE), 
and the Senator from California (Mr. 
TuNNEY) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Alaska <Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator 
from Montana <Mr. MANSFIELD), the 
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc
GoVERN) , and the Senator from North 
Carolina (Mr. MoRGAN) are absent on of
ficial business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Wisconsin <Mr. NELSON) is absent at
tending the funeral of Horace W. Wilkie, 
Chief Justice, Wisconsin State supreme 
court. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Rhode 
IsJ.a.nd (Mr. PASTORE) and the Senator 
from North Carolina (Mr. MoRGAN) 
would vote "nay.'' 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. FoNG) is nec
essarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Massachusetts (Mr. BROOKE), the Sena
tor from Oregon (Mr. PACKWOOD), the 
Senator from Kansas <Mr. PEARSON) , and 
the Senator from Pennsylvania. (Mr. 
HuGH ScoTT) are absent on official busi
ness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Pennsyl
vania (Mr. HuGH ScOTT) would vote 
"nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 35~ 
nays 49, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 194 Leg.) 
YEAS-35 

Bayh 
Bellm on 
Bid en 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Case 
Clark 
Cranston 
CUlver 
Durkin 
Eagleton 
Hart, Gary 

Hart, Philip A. 
Hartke 
Haskell 
Hatfield 
Hathaway 
Huddleston 
Humphrey 
Javits 
Kennedy 
Leahy 
Mathias 
Metcalf 

NAY8-49 

Mondale 
Muskie 
Pell 
Percy 
Proxmtre 
Riblcotr 
Schweiker 
Sta1ford 
Stevenson 
Weicker 
Williams 

Allen Ford Mcintyre 
Baker Garn Moss 
Bartlett Glenn Nunn 
Beall Goldwater Randolph 
Bentsen Griffin Roth 
Brock Hansen Scott, 
Buckley Helms William L. 
Byrd, Hollings Sparkman 

Harry P., Jr. Hruska Stennis 
Byrd, Robert C. Inouye Stevens 
Cannon Jackson Stone 
Chiles Johnston Symington 
Curtis Laxal t Taft 
Dole Long Talmadge 
Domenicl Magnuson Thurmond 
Eastland McClellan Tower 
Fannin McClure Young 

Abourezk 
Brooke 
Church 
Fong 
Gravel 
Mansfield 

NOT VOTING-16 
McGee 
McGovern 
Montoya 
Morgan 
Nelson 
Packwood 

Pastore 
Pearson 
Scott, Hugh 
Tunney 

So Mr. KENNEDY•s amendment was re
jected . 
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Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. TOWER. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro
ceed to the consideration of the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Okla
homa <Mr. BARTLETT) on which there are 
90 minutes of debate to be equally di
vided and controlled. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1689 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, I ask 
that my amendment No. 1689 be read. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator from Oklahoma yield to the Sen
ator from Mississippi? 

Mr. STENNIS. Will the Senator yield 
to me for one question? 

Mr. BARTLETI'. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. How much 1s the al

lotted time on this amendment? 
Mr. BARTLETT. The allotted time is 

1 hour and a half. I have not talked with 
Senator NUNN, because he was busy in 
conversation, but I did check with his 
staff member. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BART
LETT) proposes an amendment No. 1689. 

On page 17, line 5, strike out "190,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "196,000". 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARTLETT. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

it is my understanding that the Senator 
who is offering the amendment is willing 
to reduce the time limit to 1 hour, to be 
equally divided, rather than an hour and 
a half. 

Mr. STENNIS. That was going to be 
my suggestion. I agree. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, before 
the Senator makes the request-and I 
am perfectly in support of it-I wish it 
would be checked out with the Senator 
from Georgia <Mr. NUNN), because he 
has not been a party to this. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. All right. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD subsequently 

said: Mr. President, I have conferred 
with the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia <Mr. NUNN). I find that he is 
agreeable to reducing the time. I ask 
unanimous consent that the total time on 
the amendment be limited to 1 hour, to 
be equally divided in accordance with 
the usual form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we 
have quiet now? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Do
MENICI). The Senate will be in order. The 
Senator from Oklahoma has the :floor. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President. the 
amendment I have offered ts a modest 
one. I have asked that the authorized 
end strength of the U.S. Marine Corps 
be restored to the number requested by 
the administration-specifically, 196,000 
marines. This amendment would have 
the effect of restoring the number to 
196,000 from the level of 190,000 in the 
bill. 

I say that my amendment is modest, 
because I have not addressed the man
power requests of the other services, al
though I did oppose cuts in all our mili
tary strength levels during the subcom
mittee deliberations and in the full com
mittee. 

The Marine Corps, throughout U.S. 
history, traditionally has been the first 
battle team to be sent into combat, and 
more often than not has been the last 
to leave the battleground. It is presumed 
that it is always ready and capable, and 
it is certanily in the interest of Congress 
that it be that way and remain that way. 

This mission of "first to go and last to 
leave" has been part of the spirit of the 
Marine Corps throughout the years, and 
it still has an important place today. 

Mr. President, the missions change and 
tactics change, but the need for man
power in times of crisis do not change. 
There is a bottom line on manpower 
strength below which the United States 
cannot drop, regardless of the cost. I 
think we have reached that point, and 
we reached it some time ago. 

It is of great interest to look at and 
study the trends in this area both for 
the United States and the Soviet Union. 
and when I analyze the data, I use 1964 
as a base, since it was the last year prior 
to the Vietnam conflict. 

I note that the USSR had 3.4 million 
in their service in 1964, and today they 
have 4.4 million, an increase of 1 million 
in manpower. This does not include 
about 400,000 security force people-the 
KGB, and others. On our side of the 
ledger from 1964 to the present, we have 
gone from 2,687,400 to about 2,101,000. 
This reflects a loss in end strengths of 
587,000 people. 

Mr. President, to summarize very 
briefly: In the total manpower picture, 
the Soviets have increased, in the inter
val from 1964 to the present, approxi
mately 1 million people in their armed 
services, and we have ru·opped 587,000. I 
point out that this was from a point prior 
to the Vietnam buildup and conflict. 

I also point out that in recent years, 
the Marine Corps end strength has been 
in the neighborhood of 196,000-197,000 
authorized for 1973 and 1974. I am talk
ing about authorized personnel. In 1974, 
the actual end strength dropped to 188,-
000; yet, the end strength was kept up to 
the 196,000-plus level. 

The reduction of 6,000 that is contem
plated in this bill would reduce the actual 
number of Marines from 193,000 to 190,-
000. The 3,000 cut in actual strength 
would be either qualified regular Marines 
or would result in a reduced effort in re
cruitment. In committee, there was some 
concern about the recruitment success of 
the Marine Corps. Yet, the recruiting ef
fort has proceeded very well. There have 
been problems of quality. There have 

been problems of recruitment. But those 
problems have been dealt with very well. 
and I think these figures reflect that: 
For the first 8 months of this :fiscal year, 
a total of 13,602 individuals have been 
discharged prior to the expiration of 
their enlistment. This was approximate
ly 6,600 over the plan. 

This shows that the Marine Corps 
management-the Commandant and the 
others-are very much aware of the 
problems they have had and that they 
have been addressing those problems. I 
have additional information, which I 
will speak about a little later. which 
shows how they have had success in 
their recruiting program, both in num
bers and in quality. 

I do not know why we should be con
cerned with a modest increase in the Ma
rine Corps on its manpower level from 
190,000 to 196,000. Last year, the Ma
rine Corps• actual end strength num
bered 195,951, and that represents 49 
fewer Marines than have been requested 
for authorization in the :fiscal 1977 
budget. The number has dropped admit
tedly. The reason being that the Com
mandant has undertaken a very aggres
sive campaign to improve the quality, 
and this campaign is paying off. 

It is the responsibility of Congress to 
make certain that the leadership in our 
military services are apprised of prob
lems that exist within the service for 
which they have the responsibility and 
that they deal with those problems 
quickly and effectively. 

We see today that the Marine Corps 
has done a very effective job of reduc
ing some of the indicators of lack of qual
ity, of problems within the Marine Corps. 
It is important that Congress strengthen 
the resolve and confidence of the Marine 
leadership by replacing the end strength 
number at 196,000. 

I think this is a reasonable level. I 
think the level should be determined on 
what the need is for numbers. There cer
tainly is no indication that there 1s a 
need for fewer numbers in the Marine 
Corps or, for that matter, less end 
strength in our total numbers in the mili
tary service. 

An authorization of 196,000 does not 
mean that a magical number has been 
picked out of a hat and must be attained 
at any and all costs. It is an authoriza
tion. pure and simple, to fulfill a re
quirement. It is a force level that the 
Marine Corps should strive to attain to 
fulfill its mission, but not at the cost of 
quality. The Commandant is showing 
that he is not interested in just numbers 
if the quality is net there. That is the 
message that Congress should send to 
the Commandant-that we are behind 
him, that we want him to build the 
Marines into the :fighting unit a~ it 
should be. Certainly, there would be a 
great difficulty in increasing the authori
zation in the next fiscal year from 190,
ooo to 196,000 if the 190,000 end strength 
level were to prevail. 

It is important that the Commandant 
have a certain amount of .flexibility and 
it is important the morale be high. If 
there are qualified personnel in the Ma
rines who would be riffed out or who lose 
their position, certainly, that would hw·t 
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morale. If the recruiting program that 
has been questioned and which has been 
working effectively is not given the op
portunity to work at maximum, then it 
is going to be impossible for the Marine 
Corps to prove, through statistics, over a 
longer period of time that their recruit
ment program is actually bringing in 
higher quality personnel and is closing 
the gap vis-a-vis the end strength of 
196,000. 

\Vhat this body does will have a lot 
to do with the morale of the Marine 
Corps through the confidence that it 
shows in its leader, the Commandant. 

Congress has continually cut the au
thorized strength of the military in addi
tion to the voluntary cuts the Depart
ment of Defense has made with improv
ing management practices and reduc
tions in support forces. It is time that 
we dra vt the line on these reductions and 
say, ''no more." Additional reductions in 
manpower will have an adverse effect on 
our conventional forces posture nnd, per
sonally, I do not want to see us reach 
the point where we will not have suf
ficient numbers for conventional warfare 
and where we might, because of numbers, 
have as an alternative only nuclear 
weapons as a means of defense. If we 
continue to draw down the active force 
structure, we could be backing ourselves 
into that undesirable corner. 

Mr. President, there are two questions 
that I think are of importance in this 
regard. One is, what should our end 
strength be? This is what we are estab
lishing here. I should think that, if the 
thinking of this body is that it should be 
reduced to 190,000, then it should be 
shown why we do not need as many peo
ple in the :Marine Corps as in the past 
and, for that matter, in the armed serv
ices, notwithstanding the increase by the 
Soviets. 

Then I think another question that is 
important is will this cut in any way 
actually increase the quality of recruit
ing and the quality of the personnel in 
the Marine Corps? I know the distin
guished Senator from Georgia, my good 
friend, has high regard for the Com
mandant, and I think he knows that he 
is doing a good job. 

If we had a situation where there are 
those who do not have a high regard for 
the leadership now, then I would think 
the cut would not lead to any good end, 
because if the leadership is not sound, 
tl en I would not think that those who 
might be cut out by an unsound leader 
would not be doing a benefit to the Ma
rine Corps. On the other hand, the cut 
undoubtedly would cut into the qualified 
numbers that the Commandant needs 
presently in the Marine Corps and reduce 
those by 3,000 and reduce the opportu
nity in the future for an expansion up 
to the 196,000. 

My feeling is that the evidence is very 
clear, as presented in the committee and 
subcommittee, particularly the commit
tee, showing that the leadership in the 
Marine Corps is the best that we could 
possibly want to have and that the ills 
that have existed are recognized and 
being dealt with very promptly and effec
tively. 

It is my opinion that the quality of the 

Marine Corps will improve further, that 
the recruitment program will improve 
further, but this will not be a result of 
the reduction from 196,000 to 190,000; it 
will be in spite of it, because the reduc· 
tion is going to hurt the morale of the 
recruitment program. The reduction is 
going to reduce the actual strength of 
the Marine Corps. 

I inquired to see what the manning 
requirement of the Marine Corps is. Two 
hundred and thirty-four thousand Ma· 
rines are required to fully man the active 
duty structure of three divisions and 
three wings in war. The minimum peace
time manning requirement for a struc
ture of this size is 212,000. However, fiscal 
constraints, use of civilians, and other 
adjustments have, in recent years, forced 
the Marine Corps to the 196,000 level. As 
a result, active forces are manned at 84 
percent of the wartime requirement and 
94 percent of minimum peacetime re
quirements. The austere manning level 
has been oriented to obtain maximum 
combat power, as evidenced by the 63 
to 37 ratio of operating forces to support 
forces which is programed for fiscal1977. 
The latter ratio is the best in the De
partment of Defense. The Army's ratio. 
which I know the chairman is aware of, 
is 54 to 46, and the Air Force's is 56 to 44. 

If I could have the attention of the dis
tinguished chairman for just one statis
tic, I did read about the Army's ratio 
being 55 to 46. It used to be 45 to 55, and 
I give the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia a major share of the credit for 
bringing about that great improvement. 

For these reasons, in the event that a 
cut of 6,000 is imposed on the Corps, it 
would mean a loss of combat power. 
roughly the size of a brigade, consisting 
of one infantry regiment, with its sup
porting air and ground units. It would 
reduce the command headquarters, even 
though there had been a reduction in 
fiscal 19'15 of 20 percent in that area. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

?vir. STENNIS. Mr. President, I am 
glad to yield such time as he may wish to 
the Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, first let me 
say that the Senator from Oklahoma has 
done an excellent job as a member of 
the Committee on Armed Services and 
a member of the Manpower Subcommit
tee. I do not know of any Senator on our 
subcommittee who has worked any 
harder than he has, and I have a great 
deal of respect for his overall commit
ment to national security and for his 
overall knowledge in this area. 

I do oppose the Bartlett amendment 
because I do not think it would serve 
eithe1· the interest of national security 
or the interest of the Marine Corps. 

The Marines have basically not been 
able to recruit 196,000 people and keep 
that force level without seeing a serious 
deterioration in their quality standards. 

Back in 1972 the Marines had approx
imately 188,000 people, and they then 
committed to go to 196,000. What hap
pened when they went to 196,000 is very 
apparent. They go there in about from 
1973 to 1975, and their discipline and 
their overall absentee incidence and 
AWOL's and desertions went sky high. I 

think these figures are more revealing 
than any argument that can be made 
against the Ba1·t1ett amendment. 

Most of these problems came about 
because the Marine Corps felt d1iven to 
the 196,000 number. 

The Army in 1975 had an absentee in
cidence per 1,000 people of 95.4. The 
Navy had an absentee incidence of 73. 
The Air Force had an incidence of 13, 
with a total of those three services of 
181.4. That is per 1,000 people in service. 

On the other hand, in the same year, 
1975, the Marine Corps had a 93.9 in
cidence of absenteeism. That is almost 
double the other three services combined. 

As far as the absentee incidence over 
30 days on the same criteria, the monthly 
rates per thousand, the Army had 26.8, 
the Navy 22.4, the Air Force 1.9, for a 
total of all of these three branches of 
51.1. The Marine Corps, on the other 
band, had more than double the other 
three services combined, and all of the 
services are much larger than the Marine 
Corps. The Marine Corps had a 105 
absentee incidence per 1,000 people. 

On the desertion incidence, the Army 
in 1975 on an annual basis had 17,966, 
the Navy 10,659, the Air Force 976, for 
a total of those three branches of 29,601. 
The Marine Corps alone had 18,396, more 
than any other branch of the service. 

The Marines have been able to main
tain a numbers level of only 193,000 in 
the last fiscal year, and they testified be
fore our Armed Services Committee that 
they had no hope of going to 196,000 dur
ing fiscal year 1977. 

The Bartlett amendment, if it passed, 
would restore to the Marine Corps a level 
of authorized strength which the 
Marines themselves admitted they can
not ful:fill for the foreseeable future. As a 
matter of fact, they said that even in 
fiscal year 1978 they could not reach over 
194,500. 

This amendment would act as a disin
centive for the corps to pursue with req
uisite vigor its recently announced 
policy of enhancing manpower quality 
even at the expense of numbers. 

I would certainly agree with much of 
what the Senator from Oklahoma has 
said about the alarming statistics be
tween the Soviet Union and the United 
States, and yet I do not believe that the 
Senator from Oklahoma would recom
mend that we double the size of our 
forces from 2 million to 4 million, which 
is what it would require to match the 
Soviet Union man for man. That would 
require something like a doubling of ou::
national defense budget overnight if we 
were going to pay for it with tax dollars 
rather than deficits. It would require 
something like a 35- to 40-percent in
crease in the taxes of every person in 
this country, on an average. 

We are in a volunteer force environ
ment. I was not a Member of this body 
when that decision was made and rec
ommended by the administration. I have 
a lot of doubts about the volunteer force 
that I have expressed many, many times. 
But that is the envh·onment we are in 
now. That is what we are trying to work 
with. When you are in that kind of a 
situation there have to be certain trade
offs between quality and quantity, and 
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there also have to be certain tradeoffs 
between the cost of manpower a.nd what 
we have left for research and develop
ment and for weapons. 

One of the most alarming things that 
is happening to our defense dollars is 
the fact that almost 60 cents out of every 
dollar are not going to manpower, so 
these tradeoffs have to be made. 

Most of the argument the Senator 
from Oklahoma made, as I see it, is an 
argument against the volunteer force 
itself rather than an argument against 
the subcommittee and the committee po
sition on the Marine Corps. 

The Senate Armed Services Committee 
authorized the Marine Corps strength 
of this year to be 190,000 personnel. This 
is a cut of 6,000 people from the admin
istration's request, but it is a cut of only 
3 000 people from the actual Marine 
Corps strength because at this point in 
time they are now suffering a shortfall 
of 3,000 people, and this shortfall, as I 
have already stated, is expected to con
tinue well into fiscal year 1978. 

The problem is not simply an inability 
to obtain enough qualified personnel. 
Within the corps, a grossly dispropor
tionate number of highly qualified in
dividuals is being siphoned off by the 
Marines' comparatively small tactical 
aviation component and by units as
signed to guard naval installations, 
ships, and other nonfleet Marine Force 
units. I have to ask what is the rationale 
for diverting 9,200 of the corps best 
noncommissioned officers and enlisted 
personnel from Fleet Marine Forces to 
naval bases and ships? I believe that the 
Marine Corps job is to fight, not to check 
passes of sailo1·s on leave. 

Since 1972, the incidence of unauthor
ized absence, desertion, courts-martial, 
and nonjudicial punishment has been 
much higher for the corps than for any 
other service. 

Indeed as these figures I have already 
shown, point out, the corps' de~ertion 
rate is still higher today, even w1th the 
improvements that have been made in 
the last 12 months, still higher than the 
a.w.o.l rates of the Army, NaVY, and Air 
Force combined. In the case of the 1st 
Marine Division last year, some 467 out 
of every 1,000 men in that division went 
a.w.o.l. 

Modest progress in reducing indisci
pline has been made in fiscal year 1976. 
At the initiative of Commandant Wilson, 
Marine recruiting has concentrated on 
the high school diploma as the best de
terminant of a potential recruit's recep
tivity to Marine Corps discipline and 
training. During the first 8 months of 
fiscal year 1976, 61 percent of new re
cruits were high school graduates com
pared to a low of 51 percent in 1973. 
Moreover, during the same period the 
corps has administratively discharged 
over 14,000 troublesome individuals and 
marginal performers. The impact of 
these measures is reflected in an en
couraging change in the rates of unau
thorized and a.w.o.l., which in the first 
half of fiscal year 1976 declined by 28 
and 24 percent, respectively. 

In the committee's judgment, how
ever, these measures, although com-

mendable, are not likely to restore to the 
Marine Corps a capacity to meet its pres
ent authorized strength. Marine wit
nesses testifing before the committee 
stated flatly that, despite anticipated 
improvements in the quality of recruits, 
the current shortfall of 3,000 will per
sist throughout fiscal year 1977. Even 
in fiscal year 1978, the corps does not ex
pect to achieve an actual end-year 
strength of over 194,500. It is important 
to remember that the corps' current au
thorized strength of 196,000 is the high
est of any peacetime year since the 
aftermath of the Korean war. For ex
ample, during the 5-year period preced
ing our Vietnam buildup Marine Corps 
strength fluctuated from 171,000 to 
189,000. 

In my judgment, the corps is con
fronted with the truth of the old adage 
that, "the biggest is not necessarily the 
best." The corps cannot escape the 
choice between quality and quantity. 
Fortunately for the Marines and for our 
country, General Wilson has chosen 
quality. In his report on manpower 
quality and force structure, the com
mandant stated that, and I quote: 

The Marine Corps is focused on quality 
and will accept a reduction in end strength 
if it cannot recruit the quality Marines 
require<!. 

General Wilson's decision to go for 
quality even at the expense of numbers 
is strongly supported by the Defense 
Manpower Commission's report of April 
19, to the President and the Congress. 

In that report, the Commission con
cluded that-and again I quote: 

The recent actions by the Marine Corps to 
emphasize quaHty 1n its poHctes, stand
ards, and procedures for recruiting, testing, 
and eliminating personnel are to be com
mended. If this results in a somewhat smaller 
force, so be it. As a main advantage, this 
should provide a high-quality, reliable Ma
rine Corps still of adequate size and capa
blllty. It could also produce a more cost
effective Marine Corps over the next decade. 
Some of the manpower savings could be used 
to restore units to authorized manning 
levels. 

Another factor which the committee 
felt it could not disregard in reaching its 
recommendation to reduce the corps' au
thorized end strength by 6,000 1s the 
serious imbalance between the size of 
Marine amphibious forces and the NavY's 
capacity to support them in combat. 
Preparation for amphibious operations 
remains the principal mission of the 
Marine Corps, and constitutes the pri
mary rationale for the corps' separate 
status. The corps' three Marine Am
phibious Forces-MAFs, each composed 
of a division and its associated air wing, 
are trained and organized mainly to con
duct amphibious assaults against hostile 
beachheads. 

Yet the Navy's current inventory of 
amphibious ships is sufficient to lift only 
one Marine Amphibious Force. Even the 
scheduled acquisition of five new large 
assault ships-LHAs-by fiscal 1979 will 
not permit the Navy to lift more than 
one an d one-third MAFs. This deficiency 
in amphibious shipping, which has long 
been a bone of contention between the 
Marine Corps and the Navy, effectively 

__ .... 

reduces by two-thirds the amount of 
U.S. amphibious warfare capabilities that 
could be employed at one time. 

In conclusion, the Marine Corps faces 
serious problems in recruiting sufficiently 
qualified manpower and in allocating 
qualified manpower that is recruited. I 
believe that the committee's recommen
dation, which would cut the corps' actual 
strength by only 3,000 is consistent with 
the Commandant's announced policy of 
trading quantity for quality. Indeed, in 
my judgment, the recommendation will 
enhance prospects for the realization of 
General Wilson's new policy. It will re
lieve the corps from having to play the 
numbers game. It should also reduce the 
present disparity in the quality of the 
corps ground and tactical air compo
nents, and between Fleet Marine Forces 
and non-Fleet Marine Force units. 

Mr. President, a strong reliable Marine 
Corps is an essential component of our 
general purpose forces. Moreover, the 
Marines, traditionally the "first to fight'', 
continue to be the principal repository 
of U.S. quick-reaction capabilities and 
the exclusive repository of our capacity 
for forcible amphibious entry. It is for 
these reasons that we can tolerate noth
ing less tha.n the highest attainable 
quality of Marine Corps manpower and 
why we must be prepared to accept lower 
authorized strength levels to achieve that 
goal. 

I say to the Senator from Oklahoma 
that I certainly share his frustration 
with the overall declining numbers in 
our manpower structure. But if the Sen
ator from Oklahoma wants to do some
thing about that problem, the way to go 
about that is to talk to the President 
of the United States and the Secretary 
of Defense about whether the volunteer 
force is capable of sustaining the number 
of men we need and the quality of men 
we need at the price we can afford to 
pay without continuing to erode our 
research and development capabilities 
and our procurement capabilities. 

The answer is not to force the Marines 
and their recruiters throughout the 
country to try to reach some arbitrary 
figure of 196,000, which they have dem
onstrated very clearly cannot be done in 
the last 4 years, unless they have a seri
ous erosion in their quality and a com
mensurate increase in their discipline 
problems. 

So I do oppose the Bartlett amend
ment and I urge my colleagues to reject 
it. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time for the committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THURMOND ) . The Senator from Okla
homa. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Georgia asked the ques
tion, why the Marine Corps staffs anum
ber of bases as guards. 

One, the reason for this is the same as 
they are staffing the embassies as guards, 
because the bases and en1bassies want 
the best. 

So they have had the opportunity of 
having the best men, American fighting 
men, by having Marines. 

The Marine Corps, as the Senator 
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knows, picks out the best people they 
have and they utilize this program as a 
mearu of revolving personnel out of com
bat in the case of war, or out of difficult 
assignments, overseas assignments, for 
the purposes of rewarding them, for the 
purposes of 1·etention and reenlistment. 

There is an encouragement to a Ma
rine to know he is going to have an op
portunity of being with his family, of 
perhaps being in a desirable place for a 
change. So the program has been used 
for that purpose. 

The Senator, I think, should empha
size that the figures he was talking about 
in recruitment and quality give a pictw·e 
of what it was rather than a picture of 
what it is currently, right up to date, be
cause there have been very drastic 
changes made in procedures and very 
dramatic and good results obtained. 

The Marine Corps is having an excel
lent recruiting year. The Commandant's 
goal of achieving a level of at least 67 
percent high school graduates this fiscal 
year will be met. 

It is anticipated the end strength of 
the Marine Corps this year will be down 
to the 193,000 level. The reason for this 
disparity between an excellent recruiting 
year and an end strength shortfall is the 
direct result of the Commandant's qual
ity program. 

Specifically, this 3,000 shortfall reflects 
the net loss of Marines who were dis
charged this fiscal year as undesir
able--

Mr. NUNN. Will the Senator yield for 
a brief question on that point? 

Mr. BARTLETT. I yield. 
Mr. NUNN. Why is it that the Senator 

from Oklahoma's amendment of 196,000 
is 3,000 more than the Marine Corps 
themselves say that they can recruit? 

What is the need of authorizing the 
strength beyond what they can realisti
cally recruit according to their own tes
timony which has taken place in the last 
6 weeks? 

In other words, if the authorization is 
supposed to be some kind of goal for the 
services. then the Senator from Georgia 
is under the wrong impression. I felt the 
authorization of numbers was supposed 
to fit the capability of the services to re
cruit, based on the quality that is needed 
to insure we have the kind of discipline 
in the services we want. 

Mr. BARTLETT. I think there are 
several reasons. One, there is a great dif
ficulty to restore it to 196,000 if it is re
duced down to 190,000. 

Mr. NUNN. Does the Senator mean it 
is difficult to do? 

Mr. BARTLETT. I think it is important 
to give support to the commandant, who 
is obviously not interested one bit in hav
ing numbers at the expense of quality, 
which the Senator just stated. 

I think it is also important to recog
nize that what the Senator's bill does is 
reduce the number from 193,000 down 
to 190,000, and this is going to force the 
commandant to set aside his very suc
cessful recruiting program. 

I think when the Senator criticizes it, 
he is not recognizing just how good it is. 

The shortfall of 3,000 did not come 
about because of just 3,000 individuals 
being discharged. There were 13,602 in-

dividuals who were discharged prior to 
the expiration of their enlistments. 

I think if the Senator works out the 
arithmetic, the success of the recruiting 
program has the opportunity of exceed
ing even what they told the Senator in 
the hearings. Now, the Senator would in
dicate to me that would be the case. 
The Senator is quoting them exactly as 
they were given him, I tmderstand that. 

I would also like to bring out another 
change that has been made in the re
cruiting program that has not had a 
chance to show whether or not it would 
be effective, but I think it will. 

The new approach is that the com
manders in charge of the training are 
going to be in charge of the recruiting 
program. I think this is going to even 
further accelerate the quality. I think it 
will enhance the numbers because there 
is going to be an opportunity there for 
insistence on high quality and an op
portunity to know just what is needed 
in the recruiting program. 

But for us to force the numbers back 
now from 193,000 to 190,000 either is 
going to reduce the number of qualified 
Marines by riffing them, by forcing them 
out, by 3,000 people, or it is going to set 
on the shelf a recruiting program which 
has really worked very well. 

I would like to point out, too, that the 
projection which the Marine Corps has 
at this time is that they will recruit 75 
percent high school graduates during 
fiscal year 1977, while holding to an end 
strength level of about 190,000. That is 
their projection. Then they expect to see 
their strength go up to about 194,500 in 
:fiscal1978. 

Another reason for leaving the end 
strength at 196,000 is that we should 
establish what the need is. If we think 
they are padding the numbers with lack 
of quality, that is one thing. But there 
is nothing to show that exists in the 
Marine Corps now. 

Mr. NUNN. If the Senator will yield on 
that point. the Marine Corps still has 
the highest rates of indiscipline-unau
thorized absences, desertions, nonjudi
cial punishments, and com·ts-martial
rates higher than the rates of all the 
other services combined. Even with a 25-
percent improvement which has taken 
place since the 13,000-some-odd people 
were discharged-and I commend the 
Commandant for taking that initiative
the Marine Corps still, the smallest of 
the four services, has an absentee rate 
higher than the rates of all of the other 
three combined, not individually, but 
combined. 

The Senator is trying to add the num
ber which it has been demonstrated 
vividly over the last 4 years the Marine 
Corps cannot meet without having a 
severe quality deterioration. I believe 
the Senator's amendment, as basically 
proven by the last 4 years' action, simply 
cannot work in the Marine Corps. 

Mr. STENNIS. Will whoever has the 
floor yield to me for a couple of minutes? 

Mr. BARTLETT. Let me ask how much 
time I have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
TAFT). The Senator has 4 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. NUNN. I will be happy to yield to 

the chairman 1 minute to compensate for 
my remarks. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, how 
much time do the opponents to the 
amendment have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The op
ponents have 14 minutes remaining. 

Mr. STENNIS. Will the Senator yield 
me 3 minutes? 

Mr. NUNN. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. Am I recognized, Mr. 

P~esident? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Mississippi. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, since I 

have been on the Armed Services Com
mittee my observation is that the Ma
rine Corps manages to get more for every 
military dollar given to them than any 
other service. One reason is that they do 
not have a lot of overhead cost and things 
of that kind. 

I have always stood for whatever it 
seemed they needed to make the Marines 
the hard corps they are. They do not 
have a lot of attractions to offer. Most 
of their units are fighting units-t·ifles, 
armor. They are very well managed now, 
in my opinion, and are climbing a little. 
Their management is determined to stick 
to quality recruits. We have already been 
told by the Senator from Georgia that a 
number were turned out because they 
had not come up to standards. 

I think there is a very strong move
ment within the Marine Corps to stick 
to that quality and bring this thing 
around. It is working. I believe for the 
first time in a long time there has been 
an in-depth effort by a committee of the 
Congress to really go into these matters 
and measure them. That is what our sub
committee on manpower and personnel 
has done. They have come up with an 
answer which I think is as near correct 
under all the circumstances as we could 
find. -This has to be taken up again in 
the conference. We just cannot close our 
eyes to that. 

I am satisfied that the present Com
mandant of the Marine Corps is making 
headway; that he will continue to make 
headway. I believe this slight reduction 
which is proposed in the committee bill 
will not hinder him but will help him in 
the long run. 

For that reason I stand firm on the 
figure we have thrashed out in the com
mittee. I believe we took 4 or 5 votes on 
it and it was 2 or 3 to 1 for this .figure 
every time. So I hope the amendment 
will not be agreed to, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. vVho 
yields time? 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, again 
I think the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia, although giving accurate fig
ures and an accw·ate picture, is giving 
a picture of how it was up until recently, 
but I do not think he is showing the 
recent trends which have existed in var
ious parts of the Marine Corps and 
throughout the etnire Marine Corps. As 
a result of the purging and significantly 
improving the accessions, the Marine 
Corps has witnessed encow·aging devel
opments in the area of discipline. They 
really believe that they have turned the 
corner. 

'I'he statistics in summary .form for 
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the first 8 months of this fis<ml year 
show a remarkable decrease compared 
to the like period for fiscal year 1975. 
In the first 8 months of fiscal 1976, the 
number of unauthorized absences is 18.8 
per 1,000 per month compared to 26 per 
1,000 per month, a change and improve
ment of 27.7 percent. In desertions, the 
figure for the first 8 months of this year 
is 6.25 per 1,000 per month compared to 
8.15 per 1,000 per month. There is a like 
improvement there of 26.5 percent. 

There is no question that the Marine 
Corps is tougher and requires more of 
its people than do the other services. 
The statistics for the Marine Corps have 
historically been higher than the other 
services. But there is another category 
that I think is very important. At the 
time of the problems that the Marine 
Corps has had, their special court mar
tial numbers have been high. Actually, 
recently they have dropped by 15.8 per
cent. Nonetheless, they have been high. 
In fiscal 1975, there were 3,121, and 2,628 
projected for fiscal 1976. 

So I think we see that the Marine 
Corps has dealt with this problem. 

I would say I think the proposal of the 
Senator from Georgia is like locking the 
door after the horse has been stolen. I 
think the problems that exist, which very 
clearly have existed, and which are 
existing in very small amounts now, are 
being eliminated, and that the recruit
ment program is working. But the action 
that would result f1·om a reduction from 
193,000 to 190,000 would prevent the re
cruitment program from having an op
portunity of showing the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia that it is working 
and that it is bringing in qualified people 
in expanding numbers. 

I was very pleased that the distin
guished Senator from Georgia and the 
distinguished Senator from Mississippi 
both complimented the leadership of the 
Marine Corps, the commandant. I am 
pleased that the distinguished Senator 
from Georgia is proud of the comman
dant because he has accepted quality at 
the expense of numbers, and has volun
tarily placed his numbers under the end 
strength that is permissible. 

I would hope that the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia, on the modest 
amendment that I have offered, would 
be of the opinion that there have been 
some modest arguments made in favor of 
increasing the number over the 190,000. 
Since the number now is at 193,000, I 
wonder if the Senator, who has opposed 
my amendment, to raise it to 196,000, 
would be of the opinion that some in
crease over 190,000 would be warranted? 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, the Senator 
from Georgia feels strongly that the 
190,000 reservation of the committee is 
the figure that the Senate should ap
prove, and that that is the figure the 
Marine Corps should recruit for next 
year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
of the Senator from Oklahoma has ex
pired. The Senator from Mississippi has 
10 minutes remaining. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I would be 
very glad to yield the Senator from 
Oklahoma some of our time if he wishes 
to make further comments. He has been 

very .gracious in yielding to us for ques
tions. I do have a few closing remarks. . 

The Senator from Oklahoma made the 
point that some members of the Marine 
Corps would not be able to be retained 
because of this reduction. Mr. President, 
the Marine Corps, to get the number 
they have to recruit by 1977, would have 
to recruit 48,000 new males, not includ
ing females, to meet the quota of 196,000. 
By reducing that total to 190,000, the 
Marine Corps will have to recruit only 
42,000, rather than 48,000. 

What we are trying to do is take the 
pressure off of the Marine Corps recruit
ers. We all have been reading the papers. 
We know the problems that have been 
going on in training in the Marine C01·ps. 
That did not happen in 1954 or 1975, it 
happened recently. 

I feel strongly that we would be dere
lict in our duty unless we took the pres
sure off created by some artificial num
ber that is driving the Marine Corps to 
the point of accepting lower quality peo
ple than they need to be able to have 
the kind of a military force we all want. 

So I feel strongly that the committee 
position is the correct position. I think 
190,000 people in the Marine Corps is all 
they can recruit with the kind of quality 
they need. I commend the Commandant 
for the direction he is taking. I do say in 
all fairness that the Commandant has 
turned the Marine Corps around on this 
matter from 1972 to 1975. When he ar
rived, the Marines were going after num
bers. We have all seen the result of that, 
and if we do not change, it is our fault. 

Nothing could be disputed in terms 
of what the Marine Corps' problems are 
now. Even with the improvement in their 
discipline rate, if you look at the ab
sentee incidents and take the Senator 
from Oklahoma's most recent figures, 
the Marines would have a total, on an 
annual basis, of 225 incidents per 1,000 
personnel. The total for all the other 
services is 181.4. So even with the most 
recent figures, the Marines still have a. 
greater absentee rate than the rates of 
all the other services combined, and that 
applies to those incidents over 30 days 
as well as those of a minor nature, under 
30 days. 

I believe the position of the commit
tee is the correct position, and the posi
tion the Senate ought to uphold, and I 
urge my colleagues to reject the Bart
lett amendment. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, wUl 
the Senator yield me a minute? 

Mr. NUNN. I am glad to yield to the 
Senator from Oklahoma. How much 
time do we have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Mississippi has 6 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. NUNN. I yield for a question. 
Mr. BARTLETT. I thank the distin

guished Senator. 
First. there is every indication that the 

unqualified members in the Marine 
Corps have been, or are being, ellm1-
nated. There is no evidence before the 
committee or in the statement of the 
Senator from GeOrgia just now that the 
present 193,000 members are not· quali
fied. 

Mr. NUNN. The only evidence is the 

incidence of absenteeism. As long as the 
Marine Corps, the smallest branch of the 
service, has disciplinary rates higher 
than the rates of all the other services 
combined, I would say they have some 
people in the Marines who should not be 
there. 

Mr. BARTLE'IT. When they reduced 
the number by 13,000 plus, this was some 
6,000 over their projection, so I think 
they have ferreted out the unqualified 
numbers. 

There is also no evidence whatsoever, 
and the Senator from Georgia has not 
cited any, that would show they could 
not come up with the numbers they 
wanted when they did so well with their 
current recruiting programs, notwith
standing the 13,000 discharged. 

Mr. NUNN. If the Senator will yield, 
the best evidence I have on that is the 
Marine Corvs' own testimony saying 
they could sustain a force of only 190,000 
this year, and then they said a year from 
now, in 1978, they could only sustain a 
force of 193,500. That is probably the 
best evidence available. That is the Ma
rine Corvs' own testimony. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Certainly there is no 
harm in establishing their strength at 
tbe level where it is required to be. If they 
do not reach that point, there is no harm 
done. What the Senator would do is just 
cut them down below 193,000, the cur
rent strength, which I think in actuality 
would not force the discharge of those 
extra 3,000, but it would be done by attri
tion, so that the recruitment program 
would not be established the way it 
should be. 

Mr. NUNN. If the Senator from Okla
homa is correct, we should take the num
ber recruited for the Army and Navy and 
add another 3,000 to those. If we are 
going to authorize additional strength for 
the Marine Corps, we should do the same 
for the other services. 

Mr. BARTLE'IT. No, the Senator mis
understands what the Senator from 
Oklahoma said. The Marine Corps Com
mandant is doing a good job; let us not 
kick him in the shins. 

Mr. NUNN. I certainly agree that the 
Commandant is doing a good job, but I 
think the best way to assist him is to set 
the level at 190,000. If we take some of 
the pressure o1f the arbitrary numbers 
game the Marine Corvs has been play
ing for the last 4 years, I think we will 
do more to sustain a quality Marine 
Corps, and I think we will do more to 
turn the slogan "A Few Good Men" from 
rhetoric to actuality, than by anything 
€1ne we could do. The Marine Corps needs 
190,000 good men, not 190,000 good men 
plus 6,000 who are not qualified. 

Mr. BARTLET'I'. Mr. President, I think 
the Marine Corps has and is going to have 
well-qualified people, and I think they 
are going to show how well they can re
cruit, despite the disadvantages occa
sioned by this amendment. 

Mr. NUNN. I hope we will continue to 
see improvement in the Marine Corps. 
They need to make dramatic improve
ment. They have a lot of things they have 
to work on. We Will continue to· work on 
it, and I will continue to work with the 
Senator from Oklahoma to achieve those 
ends. I think we b?th have the same. goal, 
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but differ only as to the means of attain
ing it. 

Mr. President, how much time do we 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MA
THIAS). The time on the amendment has 
just expired. The question is on agree
ing to the amendment of the Senator 
from Oklahoma <Mr. BARTLETT). On this 
question the yeas and nays have been 
ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

as in executive session, I ask unanimous 
consent that the time for debate on the 
nomination of S. John Byington be lim
ited to 15 minutes instead of 30 minutes, 
with 5 minutes under the control of Mr. 
Moss and 10 minutes under the control 
of Mr. GRIFFIN, and that immediately 
following the vote, the Senate return to 
legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that upon the 
disposition of the Byington nomination 
and the return to legislative session, the 
Senate resume the consideration of the 
military procurement bill, and that the 
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. THuR
MOND) be recognized at that point for not 

(Mr. CHURCH) , the Senator from Wyo
ming <Mr. McGEE), the Senator from 
New Mexico <Mr. MONTOYA), the Senator 
from Rhode Island <Mr. PASTORE), the 
Senator from California <Mr. TuNNEY), 
and the Senator from Michigan <Mr. 
PHILIP A. HART) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Montana <Mr. MANsFIELD) , the Sen
ator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), the Sen
ator from South Dakota <Mr. McGov-
ERN), and the Senator from North Caro
lina (Mr. MoRGAN) are absent on official 
business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Wisconson <Mr. NELSON) is absent at
tending the funeral of Horace W. Wilkie, 
Chief Justice, Wisconsin State supreme 
court. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from North Carolina 
<Mr. MoRGAN) and the Senator from 
Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE) would each 
vote"nay." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. FONG) and the 
Senator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) are 
necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Massachusetts (Mr. BROOKE), the Sen
ator from Oregon (Mr. PACKWOOD), the 
Senator from Kansas <Mr. PEARSON) and 
the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
HuGH ScOTT) are absent on official busi
ness. 

to exceed 5 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. 

objection? Without objection, 
ordered. 

I further announce that, if present 
Is there and voting, the Senator from Pennsyl
it is so vania <Mr. HuGH ScOTT) would vote 

"nay." 
The result was announced-yeas 26, 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO- nays 56, as follows: 
PRIATIONS AUTHORIZATION ACT, [Rollcall Vote No. 195 Leg.] 
1977 YEAS-26 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill-H.R. 12438-to 
authorize appropriations during the fis
cal year 1977, for procurement of air
craft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked 
combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other 
weapons, and research, development, test 
and evalation for the Armed Forces, and 
to prescribe the authorized personnel 
strength for each active duty component 
and of the Selected Reserve of each Re
serve component of the Armed Forces 
and of civilian personnel of the Depart
ment of Defense, and to authorize the 
military training student loads and for 
other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
MATHIAs) . The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the Senator from 
Oklahoma. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to call 

the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

TAFT). The Senate will be in order. 
The legislative clerk resumed the call 

of the roll. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Regular order, Mr. 

President. 
The legislative clerk resumed and con

cluded the call of the roll. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Regular order, Mr. 

President. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 

that the Senator from South Dakota 
<Mr. ABOUREZK), the Senator from Idaho 

Allen 
Baker 
Bartlett 
Beall 
Brock 
Buckley 
Curtis 
Domenici 
Fannin 

Garn 
Glenn 
Goldwater 
Hansen 
Helms 
Hruska 
Laxalt 
Mathias 
McClellan 

NAY8-56 
Bayh Grlffin 
Bellmon Hart, Gary 
Bentsen Hartke 
Biden Haskell 
Bumpers Hatfield 
Burdick Hathaway 
Byrd, Hollings 

Harry F., Jr. Huddleston 
Byrd, Robert c. Humphrey 
Cannon Inouye 
Case Jackson 
Chiles Javits 
Clark Johnston 
Cranston Kennedy 
Culver Leahy 
Dole Long 
Durkin Magnuson 
Eagleton Mcintyre 
Eastland Metcalf 
Ford Mondale 

McClure 
Pell 
Percy 
Randolph 
Stone 
Taft 
Thurmond 
Tower 

Moss 
Muskie 
Nunn 
Proxmire 
Ribico1f 
Roth 
Schweiker 
Scott, 

William L. 
Sparkman 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Weicker 
Williams 
Young 

NOT VOTING-18 
Aboure.<lk Mansfield Packwood 
Brooke McGee Pastore 
Church McGovern Pearson 
Fong Montoya Scott, Hugh 
Gravel Morgan Stevens 
Hart, Philip A. Nelson Tunney 

So Mr. BARTLETT's amendment was re
jected. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MOSS and Mr. McCLELLAN 
moved to lay the motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR FILING 
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE SPECIAL 
COMMITTEE ON AGING 
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, on behalf 

of Senator CHURcH, chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Aging, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time for fil
ing the committee's report to the Senate 
be extended from May 28 to June 30. 
This extension is needed to give commit
tee members adequate time to review the 
galley proofs of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CONSUMER PRODUCTS SAFETY 
COMMISSION-EXECUTIVE SES
SION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro
ceed to executive session, to consider the 
nomination of Mr. Byington to be a 
member of the Consumer Products 
Safety Commission, with a limitation of 
debate thereon of 15 minutes, to be di
vided and controlled. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered on the nomination. 

The division of time is as follows: 10 
minutes to the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
Moss) and 5 minutes to the Senator 
from Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN) . 

The nomination will be stated. 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

read the nomination of S. John Bying
ton to be a commissioner of the Con
sumer Products Safety Commission. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I am glad 
that a large number of Senators are in 
the Chamber at this time, because I will 
be very brief and I would like my col
league to hear this brief discussion on 
the Byington nomination. 

We have had a lot of votes dealing 
with Mr. Byington. We have had very 
little time on the fioor to talk about the 
reasons behind this opposition. 

Mr. Byington is an honorable man, 
and I say nothing to criticize his char
acter. For 2 years he served as assistant 
to Virginia Knauer and as a consumer 
adviser to her and the President. He is an 
able young man. But John Byington has 
not shown the traits and skills needed to 
be chairman of the Consumer Product 
Safety Commission. 

His commitments, purpose and expe
rience are too thin. Mr. Byington was 
nominated by the President for a 7-year 
term on the Commission and the Presi
dent atmounced that he would appoint 
him as Chairman if he were confirmed. 
The Committee on Commerce's Subcom
mittee on Consumers and the full com
mittee held 2 full days of hearings on 
Mr. Byington. He went through all of 
the usual procedures in answering pre
hearing written questions and filing a 
complete financial disclosure report. 
Then he was cross examined at consid
erable length by the committee. 

At the conclusion of those hearings, 
the committee met in executive session 
three times and, ~fter considerable dis
cussion, decided that Ml.·. Byington was 
not qualified to be chairman of the Com-
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mission and therefore, unanimously laid 
aside his nomination and notified the 
President. 

On that very same day, the President 
of the United States sent up Mr. Bying
ton's name for another nomination
this time for 2% years of an unexpired 
term. That, then, came before the 
committee. 

There was considerable discussion 
about that. After all, the President had 
made some concessions and some of the 
Senators felt a little uneasy that we, for 
the second time, had turned down the 
President's nomination. For whatever 
reason, on a split vote, the committee 
then voted to report Mr. Byington to 
the Senate. 

Then the committee did what is quite 
unusual. It did something that I have 
never seen before. We :filed a written 
report on a nomination for a regulatory 
commission. A copy of that report is 
on all of the desks and the Senators 
can see it. 

The matter came before the Senate 
on last Monday and, by a rollcall vote, 
Mr. Byington was rejected. The vote 
was 37-33. Because of circumstances that 
were not controlled, we did not get the 
usual lockup, as we call it-reconsider
ing and tabling motions-which routine
ly we do. Therefore, today, we have been 
going through a tabling vote and a re
consideration vote. The matter is now 
before the Senate. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. MOSS. I shall yield in just one 
minute. Let me say one more thing. 

Mr. Byington was rejected by the 
committee because we did not feel he 
was qualified to be the Chairman. Now 
we are asked to say that he can be 
Chairman for 2% years. 

Let me say that the Product Safety 
Commission is in a difficult position to
day. It is badly in need of inspired and 
perceptive leadership. It is going to take 
a strong and vigorous chairman if we 
are going to have a successful regulatory 
commission. The President of the United 
States says we need and should have 
regulatory reform. Well, indeed, we do. 
And the place to start is by putting in 
charge competent, able leadership when 
we need regulatory reform. 

If we take the action of confirming 
this nominee, it seems to me we have 
again caved in and said, "Well, let the 
President have his way. His friend from 
Grand Rapids is a good man, a fine fel
low," and just let that go and let that 
commission deteriorate. 

That is really the issue. That is the 
only issue-the only issue. There is noth
ing against the character of this man at 
all. It is just a question of whether he 
is fit to be Chairman of the Product 
Safety Commission. I am convinced, very 

, strongly convinced, that he is not quali
fied to do that. That is the reason we are 
having another vote on this matter. 

I shall be glad to yield a minute to the 
chairman and then a minute to the Sen
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I join with my col
league from Utah and the Senator from 
New Hampshire, who held the hearings 
on Mr. Byington. 

I wanted to get the record straight 
about last Monday. Normally, it is a rou
tine matter that we ask for reconsid
eration and then move to table it. But it 
would not have been routine on Monday. 
Any motion to table or any motion to re
consider would have been challenged by 
the assistant majorty leader and others 
because there were a lot of absentees on 
Monday. That is why we did not pursue 
it on Monday. We have a full Senate here 
today, so the Senate will work its will. 

The committee is quite concerned 
about this commission. The legislation 
creating the Commission originated in 
the Committee on Commerce. It is a very 
important consumer agency. It has not 
been doing the kind of job that everybody 
agrees it should do, and everybody was 
looking for new, vigorous leadership. I 
think our conclusion-from what we 
gathered at the hearings-is that Mr. 
Byington, did not seem to have basically 
that kind of leadership to run the Con
sumer Product Safety Commision. 

The Consumer Product Safety Com
mission affects the lives of a lot of peo
ple. There are a lot of injuries through 
consumer products and we want some
one there who represents the consumer. 
Mr. Byington's record with Mrs. Knauer 
is that he did not do much for the con
sumer. In fact, he leaned the other way. 
This is one of the reasons why I oppose 
his nomination. 

There was a peculiar situation in the 
committee. We sent word down to the 
administration that we probably would 
all vote for him to be a member of the 
Consumer Product Safety Commission, 
one of the members. But not as Chair
man. Then it turned out the way it 
turned out after we had voted practical
ly unanimously, or by a huge majority, 
not to confirm him as Chairman for the 
7 years. As the Senator from New Hamp
shire puts it, if he was not qualified for 
the 7 years, I do not know why he is 
qualified for 2%. 

I yield back to the Senator from Utah. 
Mr. MOSS. I yield to the Senator from 

New Hampshire. 
Mr. DURKIN. Mr. President, I am go

ing to be extremely brief. I know the time 
is short. 

I helped Senator Moss conduct the 
hearings. We had a very difficult job in 
the hearings getting the nominee to tell 
us whether he would support the Con
sumer Protection Agency or not. He was 
extremely evasive. I came to the conclu
sion, at the end of the hearings, that the 
only qualification that the man had is 
that he happens to come from the Presi
dent's hometown. He was extremely eva
sive throughout the hearings and I am 
afraid I have to say, to sum it up in such 
a short time, that he would not tell you 
if your coat was on fire. That is the im
pression I got from conducting the hear
ings. 

I think if a man is unqualified for 7 
years, there is nothing in the record to 
say that he is qualified for two and a 
half. Furthermore, that agency is in 
trouble and a chairman who came in un
der a cloud is not going to be able to 
straighten that agency out. Who is going 
to suffer in the end? Consumers. The 

consumers of America are paying too 
high a price now. 

I yield back my time to the Senator 
from Utah. 

Mr. WEICK.ER. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. MOSS. Yes; I shall yield for a 
question. 

Mr. WEICKER. I am a little mystified. 
I do not jibe the comments of the Sena
t0r from New Hampshire with those of 
the Senator from Utah. Is the integrity 
or the character of this man under ques
tion? 

Mr. MOSS. No; his integrity or char
acter are not under question. I do not be
lieve that was an issue in the committee. 
It was his lack of commitment and his 
lack of leadership to be Chairman of that 
Commission which is having its problems 
right now. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. DURKIN. Mr. President, may I re

spond to the question? The question was 
on his judgment. There was no question 
with respect to character or integrity. 

Mr. WEICKER. I do not think the 
word "evasive" is a word that exactly 
extols the man's character. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
of the Senator f.rom Utah has expired. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, the argu
ment, as I understand it, seems to be 
that Mr. Byington is qualified to be a 
member of the Commission, but there is 
objection to his being Chainnan. I point 
out that there are those who advocate 
that Senate confirmation should be re
quired for the appointment of all Chair
men of regulatory agencies. However, we 
have not passed general legislation in 
that respect. With regard to some regu
latory agencies, the Senate does not par
ticipate in the selection of a Chairman. 
This happens to be one of them. 

Let me read from the statute: 
An independent regulatory commission 

is hereby established to be known a.s the 
Consumer Product Safety Commission, con
siSting of five commissioners who shall be 
appointed by the President by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate, one of 
whom shall be designated by the President 
as chairman. 

We are not here to vote on who is go
ing to be Chairman of the ColD.IItission. 
Mr. Byington has been nominated to be 
a member of the Commission. That is 
what we are voting on. It is up to the 
President under the statute passed by 
Congress to determine who is going to 
be the Chairman. 

He can appoint any of the Commis
sioners as Chairman. So I really think it 
iss. tempest in a teapot when the argu
ment against Mr. Byington is based on 
that kind of rationale. 

I yield the remainder of the time to 
the Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I appreciate 
the comments of each Senator, and I 
recognize the fact that Mr. Byington, in 
effect, has been rejected, and now it is 
being reconsidered and we are about to 
vote again. 

I only want to point out that Mr. 
Byington has been very active in the 
consumer area. In fact, the Senator 
from Kansas has spent a great deal of 
time working with Mr. Byington on con-
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sumer affairs and on consumer legisla
tion, such as the substitute for the con
sumer protection bill in 1974. 

I might add he was very knowledge
able. I do not think he needs to take a 
pledge that he will support certain legis
lation or a.dvocate it in this position. 

But with reference to the charge that 
he is not supported by consumers, I 
would point out that Mr. George Myers, 
the immediate past president of the Con
sumers Federation of America, has writ
ten a letter endorsing Mr. Byington, and 
I ask that that be printed in the RECORD. 

Theodore Jacobs, who is now on the 
staff of the Government Information 
and Individual Rights Subcommittee, 
and who was the executive director of 
Ralph Nader's Center for Study of Re
sponsive Law, endorses Mr. Byington, and 
I shall ask that that letter be printed in 
the RECORD. 

Rev. Leon Sullivan of the OIC Govern
ment Relations Service, another con
sumer group, endorses Mr. Byington, and 
I shall ask that that be printed in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. Herbert Simmons, Jr., administra
tive director of the National Consumer 
Information Center, concerned about 
consumers and, particularly, minority 
consumers, strongly endorses Mr. Bying
ton for the Product Safety Commission, 
and even the chairmanship. 

So I would only indicate that I assume 
Mr. Byington has learned a great deal 
from what we have done in the Senate. 
He probably will be a much stronger 
Commissioner, if confirmed today, pos
sibly because of the discipline or what
ever the Senate may call what has hal'
pened. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield for a question? 

Mr. DOLE. Let me also ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
other letters from other consumer groups 
across the country, Colorado, Utah, Flor
ida, and other States. I think it indicates 
he does have an expertise in consumer 
issues and does have support from con· 
sumer groups. If that is the flaw, that 
he does not have support from consumer 
groups, then I think these letters would 
indicate to the contrary. 

There being no objection, the letters 
and telegrams were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

Senator FRANK E. Moss, 

VIENNA, VA., 
J!.!arch 10, 1976. 

Chairman, Committee on Commerce, U.S. 
Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR Moss: The news story in 
Monday's Washington Post headed "Doubt 
Cast on Byington Getting Consumer Post" 
concerns me greatly. I have known John By
ington for several years, both as a friend and 
as a conscientious and responsible public 
servant. 

I note from the news story that Mr. Bying
ton's character, honesty and integrity are not 
in question. Those qualities alone, it seems to 
me, would insure Mr. Byington's faithful ad
mlnlstration of the office for which he has 
been nominated, and !or which he must take 
an oath or faithful performance of duty. 

The objections to Mr. Byington's appoint
ment to the Consumer Product Safety Com
mission apparently center on a rather nebu
lous quallty-that or the degree of his con
sumer advocacy. Just how does one evaluate 
that quality, especially when there are 
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marked degrees of opinion among consumer 
advocates on virtually every consumer meas
ure? 

As Mr. Byington has pointed out, in answer 
to charges of his remaining silent on some 
controversial consumer issues, he was bound 
and committed to support the Admlnlstra
tion position on these issues during his serv
ice in the Ofilce of Consumer Atfairs. Is it fair 
to condemn Mr. Byington !or his adherence 
to an universally accepted practice of loyalty 
in political office? Any political appointee is 
expected to support the policies of his supe
riors, as I am sure you w111 admit. However, 
as head of an independent agency, Mr. Bying
ton w111 be free to play an aggressive and 
independent role of his own choosing. 

As an individual active in consumer mat
ters, I fully support Mr. Byington's nomina-
tion, and I respectfully urge his confirma
tion. 

Respectfully yours, 
GEORGE E. MYERS, 

Member, The President's Consumer Ad
visory Council. 

GoVERNMENT lNI'oRXATWN AND 
INDIVmtl'AL .RmBTS SUBCOMliOT
TEE OF THE CoxxrrTEE ON Gov
EBN'KENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D.C., February 17, 1976. 

Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUsoN, 
Senate Commerce Committee, Dirksen Sen

ate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR M:a. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to ex

press my support for the nomination of Mr. 
s. John Byington to be Ch&lrman of the 
Consumer Product Safety Commlsslon. 

I first met Mr. Byington when I was Ex
ecutive Director of Ralph Nader's center 
for Study of Responsive Law. I invariably 
found him to be knowledgeable. concerned 
and supportive of what I viewed to be the 
consumer's best interests. 

I also worked With Mr. Byington in con
nection wlth the Domestic Councll Com
mittee on the Right o! Privacy's Seminar on 
Privacy. Here again, I welcomed Mr. Bying
ton's open, fair and thorough approach and 
h1s respect for the rights of the individual 
in this sensitive area. 

As a "consumer advocate" since my experi
ence With the National Commission on Prod
uct Safety, I am pleased to urge your com
mittee to approve the nomination of Mr. 
Byington so that he may take up the impor
tant tasks facing the Commlssion. 

Sincerely yours, 
THEODORE J. JACOBS. 

O.I.C. GoVERNMENT 
RELATIONS SEBVXcE, 

Washington, D.C., January 22,1976. 
Senator WAJULEN MAGNUSON, 
OSOB, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: I am writing to 
endorse and support the nomination of Mr. 
S. John Byington to be Commissioner of the 
Consumer Product Safety Commission. 

His selection is an excellent choice. The 
President needs a man of his experience and 
commitment to serve in this position. His 
record as Deputy Director of the Ofilce of 
Consumer Atfairs in the Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare is an indica
tion that he is not only knowledgeable in 
the field, but is effective in getting the job 
done in a manner that is in the best interests 
o.f the American public. As you know, he 
has served as Admlnlstrative Assistant to 
Governor George Romney of Michigan, and 
is an excellent lawyer who served as corporate 
secretary and assistant to the President for 
Synercom Communications Corporation. 

In Government service, his duties as Di
rector of the Detroit District Ofilce of Field 
Operations for the Department of Commerce 
has given him valuable preparation for the 
job which President Ford 1s asking him to 
undertake. I would sincerely appreciate your 

approval of his nomination and I would be 
willing to speak to you personally or submit 
testimony for the record 1! it would be help
ful or necessary. 

Thank you again for all that you have al
ready done and are continuing to do for the 
benefit of the American people. As you know, 
we are especially grateful for the help you 
have given to OIC and the work of your Staff 
Director, Mr. Harley Dirks. I am, 

Sincerely, 
REV. LEON H. SULLIVAN. 

NATIONAL CONSUMER INFORMATION 
CENTER, 

Washington, D.C .• January 21, 1976. 
Bon. WARREN G. MAGNUsoN, 
U.S. Senate, Chairman, Senate Commerce 

Committee, Old Senate Building, Wash
ington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: The nomination 
of JohnS. Byington for the chairmanship of 
the Product Safety Oommisslon has been 
brought to our attention a.nd it is with great 
pleasure that we write this letter in support 
of his confirma.tion. 

As you may know, the National Consumer 
Information Center Is a consumer protec
tion agency which represents the interest of 
the low income consumers throughout the 
United States. In working on behalf of our 
constituency we have had to can upon the 
aid and assistance of Mr. Byington on many 
occasions. We have always found him ready 
a.nd w1ll.1ng to tackle the complex pr.oblems 
of the oonsumer movement. 

I personally .have had the pleasure of 
knowing and working with Mr. Byinngt-on 
for several yea.rs. I have always found him 
to be a man of great integrity and deeply 
committed to improving the quality of life 
for America's poor. 

Because of h1s keen intellectual ablllties 
and his sense of humility, it is our opinion 
that Mr. Byington would be an excellent per
son to head the Product Safety Oommlssion. 
A person of his background and talent would 
have no dJ.filculty in mainta.ining the high
est standards in running such an agency. 

Therefore. without further comment, we 
hJghly recommend the oonfirmatlon of John 
s. Byington as Chairman of the Product 
Safety Oommlsslon. 

With many thanks for this opportunity to 
say a good word in support of John. 

Sincerely, 
liEB.BERT SIMMONS, Jr., 

Administrative Dir ector. 

UCAP, 
UTAH CONSUMER ACT:ION PANEL, 

Provo. Utah, February 10, 1976. 
DEAR FRIEND: I should like to register sup

port for the nomination of John Byington 
for an appointment with CPSC. He has the 
credentials necessary and should be qualified 
to work for the best interests of consumers 
across the nation. 

Best wishes, 
VmGINL\ F. CuTLER. 

P.S.: On Angola--We have no business 
there l! Let Angolans and the rest of Black 
Africa settle their own problems. 

ENDORSEMENT 
We the undersigned members of the Con

sumer Advisory Council, acting in our ca
pacity as individuals, hereby request our 
Executive Secretary, Virginia Knauer, to ex
press to the President and the Congress our 
endorsement of S. John Byington for the 
Chairmanship of the Consumer Product 
Safety Commission. 

We have been able to observe Mr. Bying
ton's attitudes and abllities at various of
ficial meetings of this Council. We are con
vinced that he has the best interests or the 
American consumer at heart. We have been 
impressed also by his organizational abUlty, 
and firmly believe that with his legal back-
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ground, he will give an outstanding per
formance as Chairman of the Commission. 

Stewart M. Lee, Edna DeComuy John
son, Linda Graham, Camllle Haney, 
--- ---, Edward R. W1llett, 
George E. Myers. 

MAILGRAM 
Senator FRANK E. Moss, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washtngton, D.C. 

I would like to suggest favorable action on 
the nomination of John Byington to serve 
as chairman of the U.S. Consumer Product 
Safety Commission. Having worked with 
consumer groups in several western and mid
western States, I am a ware of the esteem in 
which John is held. He is a dedicated con
sumer advocate and particularly well quali
fied to assume this chairmanship. Thank you 
for your consideration. 

Mrs. LUCILLE H. BABCOCK, 
Consumer Concerns Chairman, Colo

rado Federation of Women, Club8. 

Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
u.s. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Respectfully urge confirmation of John 
Byington as chairman, Consumer Products 
Safety Commission. As a former board mem
ber of the Wisconsin Consumer League, I 
have a proven concern in the country having 
a qualified and knowledgeable person in this 
position of authority on the Commission. 
John Byington's education and experience 1n 
consumer work and his ablllty in manage
ment as well as sensitivity to consumer prob
lems will make him a popular appointee with 
informed consumers. 

Mrs. W. W. Fox. 

COLUMBUS, GA., 
January 17, 1976. 

Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. • 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON! For the past 2 
years I have served as a member of the Con
sumer Advisory Councll, Office of Consumer 
Affairs in the Department of Health, Educa
tion and Welfare. During my tenure I had 
the opportunity to meet and work very 
closely with S. John Byington, who is cur
rently serving as Deputy Director of the Of
fice of Consumer Affairs. I found Mr. Bying
ton to be an extremely knowledgeable indi
vidual and a tremendous organizer with an 
unlimited capacity for hard work. His back
ground in Consumer Affairs along with hfs 
experience in Government should make him 
an ideal choice for the Chairmanship of the 
Consumer Product Safety Commission. 

I hope he is given your most serious con
sideration. 

Sincerely, 
RoBERT L. WRIGHT, 

Ccnmcilman. 

TELEGRAM 
Senator WARREN MAGNUSON, 
Capitol One, D.C.: 

I urge your confirmation of John Byington 
as chairman of the Consumer Products Safety 
Commission. Mr. Byington is a good admin
istrator with an understanding of both con
sumer and industry problems and I feel he is 
knowledgeable and qualified for the appoint
ment. 

EILEEN WOOD, 
Consumer Activist, 

SALT LAKE CrrY, UTAH, 
Febmary 11, 1976. 

Re: Chairmanship, Consumer Products 
Safety Committee 

Hon. FRANK E. Moss, 
U.S. Senator, 
Ru.sselZ Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DE..'\R TED: Arlen Beck, a close personal 
friend of mine a.nd a person for whom I have 

the highest regard as to his judgment, called 
me and recommended John Byington for 
the position of Chairman of the Consumer 
Products Safety Committee. 

While I don't know Mr. Byington person
ally, I have known Arlen for many years, 
having served as his legal counsel when he 
was the Utah State Jaycee President. I knew 
Arlen for several years prior to that time 
and I am sure that his judgment and his 
honesty are unexcelled. 

He advises me that Mr. Byington is a close 
friend of his and that he feels that Mr. By
ington is an extremely competent and ca
pable individual. As I understand it, your 
Committee Will be holding hearings on this 
Chairmanship in the near future and I 
thought it might be of some interest to you 
to have at least this much additional in
formation on the candidate. 

Best regards. 
Very truly yours, 

RICHARD H. MOFFAT. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.O., March 1, 1976. 

Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman. Senate Committee on Commerce, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D.O. 
DEAR Ma. CHAIRMAN: I sincerely apologize 

for this belated response to your invitation 
to submit my comments for the record 
regarding the nomination of John Byington 
to the Consumer Product Safety Commission, 
the matter somehow having escaped my 
attention until this time. 

Although the delayed receipt of this letter 
may make it of little value, I wish to endorse 
Mr. Byington's con:fimation since I have 
known him for many years, having been 
probably most closely acquainted With him 
while he served on Governor Romney's staff 
at a time when I was serving in the Michigan 
State senate. Since my election to Congress 
our paths have crossed less frequently; how
ever, I have enjoyed the opportunity to see 
him on many occasions. 

In support of my endorsement of Mr. 
Byington, I wish to point out that I feel his 
legal and management experience in both 
the public and private sectors at the local, 
state, and national level as well as his efforts 
as Deputy Director of the Office of Consumer 
Affairs make him an excellent choice for this 
significant regulatory position. 

I feel he has a good appreciation for the 
independent regulatory process, is committed 
to openness and fairness in government deci
sion-making, and throughout his career has 
demonstrated strong leadership qualities and 
an abllity to inspire and motivate people 
with whom he has been associated. 

I am, therefore, pleased to strongly support 
Mr. Byington as Chairman of the Consumer 
Product Safety Commission. 

With best regards, 
Sincerely, 

MAILGRAM 

GARRY BROWN. 

KLAMATH FALLS, OREG. 
Senator WARREN MAGNUSON, 
Capitol One, D.C. 

Please urge confirmation of John Byington 
as chairman of Consumer Product Safety 
Commission, as a home economist and con
cerned citizen I feel it is most important a 
well qualified person be appointed. We are 
proud of our local consumer council which 
I was instrumental in forming. Council, 
which act as a laison between buyer and 
seller was formed when Indians received 
huge sums of monees and businesses were 
being investigated by the FTC. Today busi
ness community totally supports the council 
and conSumer problems are leased of any 
area in Oregon. Well feel Mr. Byington would 
well represt:>nt t he consumer. 

BILLIE LESUEUR. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a half minute? 

Mr. DOLE. I would but my time has 
expired. 

Mr. MOSS. I just wanted to ask a ques
tion as to whether the big major con
swner groups have not resolved against 
him. The other question is, has not the 
President officially announced that he 
will appoint Mr. Byington as the chair
man? 

Mr. DOLE. I do not know who the -
Mr. MOSS. That is the question. 
Mr. DOLE. I do not know who the 

major conswner groups are. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield just 30 seconds? 
Mr. DOLE. I do not have any time to 

yield. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. I will yield to the 

chairman of the committee. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. As long as some of 

the endorsements of Mr. Byington have 
been stated by the Senator from Kansas, 
I ask unanimous consent that there be 
printed in the RECORD the minority views 
of the Commerce Committee which, of 
course, has many, many people who are 
in federations, conswner, labor groups 
and everybody else who are against him. 
I think it ought to be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the minority 
views were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
MINORITY VIEWS OF MESSRS. MAGNUSON, 

HARTKB. CANNoN, Moss, TUNNEY, FoRD, 
AND DuRKIN 
The Committee on Commerce takes very 

seriously its responsibilities under the ad
vise and consent clause of the Constitution. 
In an era when there is almost universal de
mand for regulatory reform, there is no larger 
contribution to regulatory reform that can 
be made than the appointment of regulators 
of the highest quality. In fact, perhaps the 
single most debllltating fiaw in our regula
tory system has been the chronic failure of 
Presidents to name-and the Senate to insist 
upon the narnlng of-outstanding public 
servants qualified by training and commit
ment to implement the letter and spirit of 
the laws which they are sworn to uphold. 

The Commerce Committee has led the fight 
to restore the public's faith in the quality of 
our regulatory agencies by insisting upon the 
highest qualifications for the regulators 
which come before it for confirmation. In 
recent years the Committee has progressively 
tightened and made more substantive the 
confirmation process. As part of this process. 
the Committee: 

( 1) Became the first to place the financial 
statements of nominees on the public rec
ord. 

(2) Progre3sively tightened requirements 
for disclosing potential con:fiicts of interests, 
beginning with the requirement that mem
bers of private law firms appointed to regu
latory agencies disclose the names of the 
firm's clients culminating with the adoption 
of a standard exhaustive financial disclosure 
form. 

(3) Organized a small but expert investiga
tion staff and assigned to the investigators 
the responsibility of reviewing financial 
statements and biographies of nominees rou
tinely to identify potential conflicts of in
terest or other disqualifying material. 

(4) Adopted the practice of providing at 
least 7 days and usually more, notice of hear
ing on regulatory nominees, to provide 
greater opportunity for participation in the 
hearing process by interested citizens. 

( 5) Instituted the practice of submitting 
detailed '..v:t'itten interrogatories covering the 
broad range of major policy decisions facing 
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the agency to each regulatory nominee, re
quiring that these be answered i.n wrlting at 
least 48 hours prior to the scheduled hearing 
date. This enables the Chai.rman and Com
mittee members to carry out the intent of 
Congress 1.n enforcing the regulatory statutes 
within their jurfsdiction and to pursue fo
cused lines of questions at the nomination 
hearing. 

Thls intensified scruti.ny of nominess has 
had a marked impact on the con.fi.rmation 
process. In June, 1973 the Chairman and 
other Commerce Committee Members urged 
Senate rejection of the nomineee to the Fed
eral Power Commission on the grounds that 
he had served as counsel to a major oil 
company subject to the jurisdiction of the 
FPC for a substantial number of years prior 
to his nomi.nation. The Senate concurred 1.n 
that recommendation by a record vote of 49 
to 44, the first time in nearly 40 years that 
the Senate had formally acted to reject a 
regulatory nominee. 

Subsequently. the Committee has refused 
to confirm more than 15 nominees who failed 
to conVince the Committee of their quali
fications or fitness to serve. In keeping with 
the Senate's constitutional duty to advise the 
President. the Commerce Committee has 
communicated, both formally and inform
ally, with the Nixon and Ford Ad.mln1stra
tions on the desirable criteria for potentlal 
nominees to each of the regulatory agencies 
Within the Committee's jurisdiction. 

It was 1n this lJght that the Committee 
considered the nomination of S. John By
ington to be a Commissioner and Chairman 
of the Consumer Product Safety Commi.s
sion. This nomination was handled in the 
same manner and With the same objectivity 
that the Committee handles all other nomi
nations. As is the Committee's practi.ce, prior 
to convening the public hearing on the 
nomination, the nomlneee was asked to re
spond to a series of detailed questions ex
ploring his regulatory philosophy and un
derstanding of the problems which confront 
the agency which he has been tapped to 
lead. The nominee also filed with the Com
mittee a comprehensive biography and fi
nancial disclosure statement. 

on March 1 and 2. 1976, the Committee 
held public hearings on the nomination at 
which members of the public were given an 
opportunity to present their views on Mr. 
Byington's fitness to serve as Chairman of 
the Commission. Mr. Byington was, at that 
time, given the full opportunity to respond 
to the public witne6Ses and to answer any 
other questions raised by the Committee. 

The Committee met three times to con
sider the nomination of Mr. Byington to serve 
as a Commissioner for 7 yea.rs. At the third 
meeting--on May 4, 1976--The Committee, 
by voice vote, suspended inde:tlnitely consid
eration of the Byington nomination. Later 
that afternoon President Ford withdrew the 
7 year nomination for Mr. Byington and re
submitted his name for another vacancy with 
2 ¥.z years remaining in that term of office. 
While the President did not indicate whether 
or not he planned to designate Mr. Byington 
as Chairman, the Committee considered the 
nomination under the assumption that he 
would be so named. With this reduction from 
a 7-year term to a 2~-year term, the Com• 
mlttee then voted, with 7 dissenting mem
bers, to favorably report the nomination to 
the 1l<lor. 

Our reasons for opposing this nomination 
were varied. But in developing a. position on 
the nomination, we considered three major 
factors: 

(1) the type of position for which the nom
ination is made, 

(2) the needs of the agency to which the 
nominee has been designated, and 

(3) the qualifications o! the nominee to 
serve in otllce. 

Mr. Byington has been nomi.natcd to serve 
as Chairman of the Consumer Product Sa!-

ety Commission. The Commission is an inde
pendent regulatory agency and derives its 
mandate a.nd its powers from authority dele
gated from Congress. Thus, unlike nominees 
to Executive branch positions who are ac
oountable di.rectly to the President a.nd serve 
at his pleasure, nominees to these independ
ent agencies perform a legislative function. 
They serve for a fixed term of office through 
successive presidential terms and can be re
moved only in the narrowest of circum
stances. 

It is incumbent upon the Senate, there
fore, 1.n considering nominees to these agen
ci.es to exercise independent Judgment with 
respect to each nominee. The Senate's con
sideration of these nominees should go be
yond an exa.m.lnation o! the nominee's poten
tial dlsquallftcations. we must be particu
larly satisfied that each nominee has the 
intellectual qual11lcations and philosophical 
commitment to enforce Congress' mandate. 

With respect to the needs of the Oonsumer 
Product S&fety Commission, we were greatly 
concerned about the future of this agency. 
For a variety of reasons, its first three years 
of Ufe have been disa.ppo1nting. The Com
mission desperately needs a new Chalrman 
who will bring to it a spa.rk of enthusiasm, 
a well-defined sense of mission, an under
standing of the problems which plague the 
Commfs&lon and a deep-seated philosophical 
commitment to consumer product safety and 
the public interest. 

In truth, what i.s needed at this moment 
of the Commission's Ufe 1s a Hyman Rick
over, a Thurmond Arnold, or a Miles Kirk
patrick of product safety. While these men 
and women are rare, they are by no means 
extinct in American publle life. 

If Mr. Byington 1s confirmed and serves as 
the next Chairman of the Commission. un
der the terms of the statute, he will serve in 
that ·capacity for 2¥.z years-years that he 
cannot be removed by the President except 
for misfeasance in office. Those 2% years will 
determine the course of the Consumer Prod
uct Safety Commission. If it falls to sur
mount the barriers that lie In its path, it will 
serve as another symbol of failed govem
ment. another promise to the American pub
lic unkept. 

Mr. Byington is not the person we need as 
Chairman of this important agency. He has 
not di.sttnguished himself as a leader; nor 
has he technical background i.n product 
safety. He has no regulatory experience. He 
has had little, if any Involvement with the 
Consumer Product Safety Commission de
spite the fact that he has served for 2 years 
as Executive Director of the Office of Con
sumer A1fairs. He does not seem to have an 
understandi.ng of the problems facing the 
Comm1ssion. 

In its extensive written policy questions, 
the Committee a1rorded the nominee an op
portunity to demonstrate the depth of his 
understa.ndi.ng, his analytical insights, his 
plans for new direction for the Commission, 
a post for which he has known he was under 
consideration for at least 6 months. His an
swers, in the judgment of those consumer 
groups concerned with the Commission's 
work, were sorely lacki.ng, and at worst un
responsive and evasive. 

Perhaps even more compelling is the nom
inee's lack of qua.111lcation as a consumer 
advocate. At the very least the Chairman of 
the Consumer Product Safety Commission 
must be an individual in whom the Amer
ican Consumer can have the confidence that 
the indlviduali.s a vigorous advocate of con
sumer safety. 

The Committee encountered strong oppo
sition, particularly among labor and con
sumer groups, to the Byingtcn nomination. 
Many of the Nation's major consumer orga
nizations including the Consumer Federation 
of America., the National Consumers Con
gress, the National Consumers League, Con
gress Watch, and Consumer Action Now op-

posed the nomination. Representative of the 
nature and scope of much of the public op
position to the Byi.ngton nomination 1s ex
pressed in the following excerpt contained 
in a letter which the Committee received 
from Carol Foreman, Executive Di.rector of 
the Consumer Federation of America: 

Mr. Byington's record as Deputy Assistant 
to the President for Consumer A1fai.rs 1.s not 
totally without substance. He has played an 
active role in advancing consumer education 
and he has set up a number of conferences 
With industry organizations to help them 
improve consumer complaint handling. How
ever, In situations where consumer advocacy 
within government was needed, John Bying
ton was nowhere to be found. When the pub
lic a.nd consumer l.nterest were in con.fllct 
with an Administration position and sought 
a spokesman Within the White House ap
paratu.., John Byington did not respond. 

In private meetings with consumer repre
sentatives he would assure us that, although 
not speaking out publicly, he was advocating 
the consumer's position quiet:y within the 
Admlnlstration. Now we find that a repre
sentative of the toy industry called him "re
markably sympathetic" to business in the 
past. Apparently Mr. Byington was giving the 
same assurances to business. 

Mr. Byington's record on the Consumer 
Protection Agency 1s typical of his lack of 
candor. In 1974, under the Nixon Administra
tion, the Office of Consumer A1fa1rs supported 
the creation of the Consumer Protection 
Agency. When Mr. Ford became President 
we were assured by the Office of Consumer 
A1falrs that they are working to secure his 
endorsement of the agency. These assurances 
continued up to the day the President ex
pressed disapproval of the legislation. Mr. 
Byington and his superior, Mrs. Knaue1·, ex
pressed their disappointment to consumer 
representatives. We did not learn until :Mr. 
Byington appeared before the Senate Com
merce Committee that, in fact, the Office of 
consumer Affairs did not seek presidential 
approval of the Agency. During his presenta
tion to the Commerce Committee. Mr. Bying
ton stated that the Office of Consumer Afiairs 
has submitted e. list o! options to the Presi
dent with no recommendation as to which 
option they favored. Consumer representa
tives were deliberately misled. 

A simllar lack of candor was displayed by 
Mr. Byington during his testimony before 
the Committee. For nearly two hours he re
fused to give a straight yes or no answer as 
to whether he personally favored the Agency 
for Consumer Advocacy. It would have been 
far better if he had simply said: "No, I am 
opposed to it. I share the Administration's 
position" than to have led the Committee 
through an intricate dance of logic designed 
to avoid a straight simple answer. 

We do not belleve this 1s the stuff of which 
a strong and independent chairman 1s made. 

Congressional opposition was also strong 
and vigorous. Congressman John E. Moss, 
Chai.rman of the Oversight and Investigation 
Subcommittee of the House Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce Committee and one of 
the original sponsors of the Consumer Prod
uct Safety Act, wrote the Committee on 
March 2, 1976 expressing his belief that Mr. 
Byington was unfit to serve as Chairman of 
the Commission. Congressman Moss wrote: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNtTED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SUB
COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND 

INVESTIGATIONS OF THE INTER

STATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D.C., March 2, 1976. 

Han. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Subcommittee on Consumer, Committee on 

Commerce, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR :MR. CHAIRMAN: As an advocate of 

improved consumer protection and one o! 
the principal authors of the .Act which cre
ated the Consumer Product Safety Commi.s
sion, I have serious reservations about the 
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nomination of S. John Byington to be Chair
man of the CPSC. These reservations relate 
to Mr. Byington's commitment to consumer 
interests and his lack of qualifications and 
experience necessary to lead the CPSC effec
tively. 

The House Oversight and Investigations 
Subcommittee is now engaged in a major 
study of nine Federal regulatory agencies. 
One of the Subcommittee's findings is that 
the quality of regulators, particularly Com
missioners, has a profound effect on the ef
fectiveness of the agency. The Commissioners, 
and especially the Chairman, determine to a 
great extent whether the agency will be a 
h ighly motivated, effective force in imple
m ent ing its legislative mandates, or will 
merely coast along largely was ting the tax
payers' money. 

I believe it is particularly important for a 
new agency such as the CPSC, which has 
just begun to establish its influence in the 
product safety area, to have an experienced 
Chairman who has demonstrated sensitivity 
and commitment to the problems and con
cerns of consumers. Moreover, I believe that 
the Chairman of the CPSC should have 
extensive experience in subject areas which 
have a direct l'elationship to the issues con
sidered by the CPSC. For example, such ex
perience might include engineering, where 
such knowledge would enable a Chairman 
to understand complex design and engineer
ing problems in making products safer. An
other relevant area of experience might be 
that of admi.nistrative law, which would 
provide a Chairman with a better under
standing of the developing role of the con
sumer in demanding safer products and the 
1·o1e of government and the courts in dealing 
with these demands. I believe that we must 
be even more concerned with a nominee's 
qualifications than we have been in the past. 
We are faced with a loss of confidence in 
government. There is eVidence that some seg
ments of the public have lost their belief in 
government at all levels, particularly in the 
abllity of its officials to protect them from 
health and safety hazards. 

A review of Mr. Byington's background 
raises serious doubts that he has the ability, 
sensitiVity, or experience necessary for the 
position of CPSC Chairman. When we ex
amine his 17 years of employment since he 
was graduated from college, we find that less 
than two years has been directly associated 
with consumer issues. The remaining 15 years 
were spent in public relations, state govern
ment, practicing corporate law, communica
tions, foreign trade, and political campaigns. 
There is no indication that in any of his busi
ness or government experience prior to 1974, 
he was directly involved with consumer or 
product safety issues and problems. 

Moreover, I feel that the two years he spent 
as Virginia Knauer's Deputy at the Office of 
Consumer Affairs is not sufficient time to 
develop a true sensitiVity to consumer safety 
concerns, particularly in view of the lack 
of significant impact of that Office for which 
Mr. Byington, along with Mrs. Knauer, must 
be responsible. The Office of Consumer Af
fairs has been used, in part, to lessen public 
and Congressional pressure to create an inde
pendent consumer advocacy agency. It has 
done little to enhance consumer rights, pri
marily because it was not designed to do so. 
I am not faulting only Mr. Byington for these 
fatlures. The Administration and others in 
it must share this fault for not giving con
sumers a more effective voice in government. 

Notable in this regard is Mr. Byington's 
and OCA's opposition to the Agency for Con
sumer Advocacy bill which passed the senate 
and the House. OCA opposed this bill during 
the last session of Congress because the 
President opposed the b111. Apparently, Mr. 
Byington felt obliged to follow the Presi
dent's lead on this legislation which is so 
vital to consumers. Perhaps one can under-

stand Mr. Byington's reluctance to publicly 
oppose the President. Nonetheless, I wonder 
what this might mean if he were confirmed as 
Chairman of the CPSC? Would he have the 
independence to make decisions which might 
be disfavored by the White House? The Con
gress deliberately created this agency to make 
it free of political influence. Its budget re
quests, for example, must be submitted di
rectly to the Congress. The Commission has 
recent ly battled with the White House over 
the issue of political clearance for top CPSC 
employees. W01:lld Mr. Byington have the 
courage and commitment to act so inde
pendently? I fear he would not. 

In conclusion, I believe this nomination is 
crucial if the CPSC is to achieve its Congres
sionally-mandated goal of protecting con
sumers from unreasonable risks of injuries 
from the millions of products marketed an
nually in the United States. The Chairman 
must be independent of political influence 
and must have a clear commitment to con
sumer protection. I believe that Mr. Byington 
Is sincere in his belief that he can lead the 
agency, but I do not believe that he possesses 
the qualities and experience that your Com
mittee should expect in a CPSC Chairman. 
Since the decision on this appointment will 
chart the course of consumer safety over the 
next seven years, the protection afforded 
consumers will be significantly enhanced or 
seriously hampered as a result of this ap
pointment. I believe it is imperative that we 
do not risk the latter. 

The public will no longer accept govern
ment regulators who are supposed to protect 
them unless those regulators have demon
strated their competence and commitment. 
Although I can find no single act which dis
qualifies Mr. Byington, I find very little that 
qualifies him for this high government posi
tion. Therefore, I respectfully urge that S. 
John Byington not be confirmed as Chairman 
of the Consumer Product Safety Commission. 

Sincerely, 
JoHN E. Moss, Chairman. 

. Congressman Moss' opposition continued 
even aft er Mr. Byington's nomination for the 
7-year term was withdrawn and his name re
submitted for the 2 V2 -year term. Congress
man Moss wrote: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SUB
COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND 
INVESTIGATIONS OF THE COMMIT
TEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN 
COMMERCE:, 

Washington, D.C., May 11,1976. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chai rman, Committee on Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: As stated in my let
ter of March 4, I oppose the nomination of 
S. John Byington to be Chairman of the 
Consumer Product Safety Commission. I was, 
therefore, pleased to hear several days ago 
that your Committee failed to approve his 
chairmanship for a seven-year term at the 
Consumer Product Safety Commission. 

I am concerned, however, at the suggest ion 
that the Committee approve Mr. Byington as 
Chairman of the CPSC for the shorter term. 
In my original objection to his appointment, 
I st ated that although I could find no sin
gle act in his background that disqualifies 
him, I find very little to qualify him for this 
high government position. I believe this basic 
concern and objection to the individual ts 
applicable regardless of length of the term of 
office. 

Once again, therefore, I respectfully urge 
that S. John Byington not be confirmed as 
Chairman of the Consumer Product Safety 
Commission. 

Sincerely, 
JoHN E. Moss, 

Chairman. 
Con gressman Moss was not the only mem

ber of t he House to oppose this nomination. 
In fact, on March 15, 1976 the Committee re-

ceived a letter from 28 other members of the 
House recommending that the Committee 
vote to disapprove the nomination of Mr. 
Byington. Those 28 House members wrote: 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 

HOUSE OF REPRES~NTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., March 15, 1 976. 

Bon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chai1·man, Committee on Com merce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CHAmMAN MAGNUSON AND MEMBERS 
oF THE CoMMITTEE: we, the undersigned 
Members of the House of Representatives, 
oppose the nomination of S. John Byington 
to become Chairman of the Consumer Prod 
uct Safety Commission and respectfully rec
ommend that your Committee vote to disap
prove his nomination. 

In so doing, we join with t he Consum er 
Federation of America, Ralph Nader's Public 
Citizen, the National Consumers League, var
ious other consumer organizations, the AFL
CIO, and t he United Auto Workers. 

The Consumer Product Safety Commission, 
upon its activation in 1973, offered great 
hope to those who have sought to reduce 
the vast number of deaths and injuries as
sociated with unsafe products. Yet during 
its three years of eixstence the Commission 
has not yet fulfilled its promise. In testi
mony before your Committee last week, the 
Virginia Citizens Consumer Council stated, 
"The performance of the Consumer Product 
Safety Commission during its first three 
years of operation has been spotty. No stand
ards under the Consumer Product Safety 
Act have yet become operational. • * * 

The Commission has jurisdiction over a 
field that has literal life-and-death effect on 
Americans. According to testimony before 
your Committee, consumer products annual
ly are associated with 20 mil11on injuries in 
the United. States, with 110,000 persons be
coming permanently disabled and 30,000 
being killed. 

The Chairman of the Commission h as 
particularly great opportunity for impact. 
He is empowered to exercise all of the execu
tive and administrative functions of the 
Commission. Among his powers is that of 
deciding the agenda of determinations to be 
made. The next Chairman's influence will be 
especially profound because, in serving until 
1982, he will, upon retirement, have chaired 
the Commission for more than six of its first 
nine years. 

President Ford has given us, as a nominee 
for this powerful position in this powerful 
Commission, a Grand Rapids pharmacist/ 
attorney/businessman whose only claim to 
consumer affairs experience is his two-year 
tenure as Deputy to Virginia Knauer in the 
HEW Office of Consumer Affairs. 

Among true consumerists, association with 
Ms. Knauer and the OCA is accurately per· 
ceived more as a demerit than a credit. The 
Office, with 55 employees, has had no impor
tant favorable effect on Federal consumer 
legislation. It has failed even to publicly 
comment on many of the most important 
consumer bills that have been considered by 
the Congress in the past several years. Al
though the OCA originally favored the estab
lishment of an Agency for Consumer Protec
tion, the Office changed its mind after Presi
dent Ford announced his opposition. 

In addition to his association with the 
OCA, Byington can offer little more than 
business and politics on his resume. From 
1961 to 1964 he was Director of Public Rela
tions with the American Pharmaceutical 
Association. In 1964 through 1968 Byington 
worked on the reelection campaign and staff 
of former Michigan Governor George Rom
ney. From 1968 to 1971 he was Corporate 
Secretary of the Synercom Communications 
Corporation. In 1971-72 he was Executive 
Vice President of Intermart, Inc. In 1972-74 
he was Deputy Director and National Export 
Marketing Director in the Office of Field 
Ope1·ations of the U.S. Commerce Depart-
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ment, the most business-oriented depart
ment in the Federal Government. Aaron 
Locker, General Counsel of the Toy Manu
facturers of America, has described Byington 
as "remarkably sympathetic to industry in 
the past." 

Some witnesses before your Committee 
questioned Byington's integrity as refiected 
by his evasion of many Committee questions, 
including ones asking his stand on the 
Agency for Consumer Protection, inquiring 
whether he would accept employment by a 
Commission-regulated industry within 
twelve months after leaving the Chairman
ship, and asking whether he supports the 
Commission's policy of open meetings. That 
is not our Jlurpose here. 

Our purpose is to say that Byington is un
fit for the Chairmanship of the Consumer 
Product Safety Commission. The Commis
sion has the mandate to protect American 
consumers from unsafe products. The Chair
manship of such a commission does not call 
for a businessman/bureaucrat who has 
worked in an ineffective consumer office; it 
calls for a man or woman who has shown an 
active personal commitment to consumers 
and particularly to product safety. s. John 
Byington is not such a person. On behalf of 
consume1·s and specifically on behalf of the 
20 miillon citizens who annually suffer in
juries associated with consumer products, we 
ask you to disapprove his nomination. 

Sincerely, 
Robert F. Drinan, Benjamin S. Rosen

thal, Anthony Toby Moffett, Ronald v. 
Dellums, Charles B. Rangel. Frank 
Thompson, Jr., John Brademas, Mi
chael Harrington, John L. Burton, 
Herbert E. Harris, II, Bella S. Abzug, 
Frederick W. Richmond, Elizabeth 
Holtzman, Gladys Noon Spellman, 
Charles J. Carney, Farren J. Mitchell, 
Phiillp Burton, Don Edwards, Jim 
Weaver, Paul S. Sarbanes, James H. 
Scheur, Edward I. Koch, Richard L. 
Ottinger, Fortney H. Stark, Robert N. 
NiX, Shirley Chisholm, Joe Moakley, 
Herman Badillo. 

Like Congressman Moss, Congressman Drl
nan, an original signer of the March 15, 1976 
letter, was moved to once again to corre
spond with the Committee when the Bying
ton nomination for the 7-year term was 
withdrawn and resubmitted for the 2¥2 year 
term. In his letter, Congressman Drinan 
said: 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., May 7, 1976. 

Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Commerce, U.S. 

Senate, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN MAGNUSON AND MEMBERS 

OF THE COMMITTEE: I commend your Com
mittee for its vote on May 4 to disapprove 
the nomination of S. John Byington to a 
seven year term as a Commissioner of the 
Consumer Product Safety Commission. 

I commend you in particular because it 
was understood that if the Senate had con
firmed Mr. Byington as a Commissioner Pres
ident Ford would have appointed him as 
Chairman of the Commission. 

Nevertheless, I am very distressed that 
President Ford resubmitted Mr. Byington's 
name to the Committee, this time as the 
nominee for a two and one half year term on 
the Commission. Again, it is understood that 
if the Senate confirms Mr. Byington as a 
Commissioner the President will appoint him 
as Chairman. 

There is no question that if Mr. Byington 
is unfit to chair the Commission for seven 
years he is unfit to chair it for two and one 
half years. I therefore urge you to disapprove 
his nomination to become a Commissioner. 
:I believe that I am Joined in urging dis
approval by every one of the twenty-seven 
Members of Congress who, with me, sent you 

the March 15 letter that opposed the original 
nomination. 

Mr. Byington has been opposed by the Con
sumer Federation of America, Ralph Nader's 
Public Citizen, the National Consumers 
League, various other consumer organiza
tions, the AFL-CIO, and the United Auto 
Workers. 

The Consumer Product Safety Commission, 
since its 1973 activation, has thus far failed 
to fulfill its potential to substantially reduce 
product-related injuries. In testimony before 
your Committee, the Virginia Citizens Con
sumer Council stated, "The performance of 
the Consumer Product Safety Commission 
during its first three years of operation has 
been spotty. No standards under the Con
sumer Product Safety Act have yet become 
operational* * *." 

The Commission has jurisdiction over a 
field that has literal life-and-death effect on 
Americans. According to testimony before 
your Committee, consumer products annu
ally are associated with 20 million injuries in 
the United States, with 110,000 persons be
coming permanently disabled and 30,000 be
ing killed. 

This is therefore no situation in which to 
approve a nominee for political reasons or 
for the purpose of avoiding embarrassment 
to the nominee. The lives and health of tens 
of thousands of American citizens will be 
affected by your vote on the Byington nom
ination. 

The Chairman of the Commission has great 
impact OJ;l Commission policies and priorities. 
He is empowered to exercise all of the execu
tive and administrative functions of the 
Commission. Among his powers is that of 
deciding the agenda of determinations to be 
made. If Mr. Byington is confirmed, he will be 
in a position to have especially profound in
fluence on the Commission, because, in serv
ing until late 1978, he wlll have chaired the 
Commission for nearly half of its first six 
years. 

The reasons to oppose Mr. Byington now 
are the same as the reasons to oppose him 
last week. President Ford has given us, as a 
nominee for this powerful position in this 
powerful Commission, a Grand Rapids phar
macist/attorney/businessman whose only 
claim to consumer affairs experience in his 
two-year tenure as Deputy to Virginia 
Knauer in the HEW Office of Consumer Af
fairs. 

Among true consumerists, association with 
Ms. Knauer and the OCA is accurately per
ceived more as a demerit than a credit. The 
Office, with 55 employees, has had no impor
tant favorable effect on Federal consumer 
legislation. It has failed even to publicly 
comment on many of the most important 
consumer bills that have been considered by 
the Congress in the past several years. Al
though the OCA originally favored the estab
lishment of an Agency for Consumer Protec
tion, the Office changed its mind after Presi
dent Ford announced his opposition. 

In addition to his association with the 
OCA, Byington can offer little more than 
business and politics on his resume. From 
1961 to 1964 he was Director of Public Rela
tions with the American Pharmaceutical As
sociation. In 1964 through 1968 Byington 
worked on the reelection campaign and staff 
of former Michigan Governor George Rom
ney. From 1968 to 1971 he was Corporate 
Secretary of the Synercom Communications 
Corporation. In 1971-72 he was Executive 
Vice President of Intermart, Inc. In 1972-74 
he was Deputy Director and National Export 
Marketing Director in the Office of Field Op
erations of the U.S. Commerce Department, 
the most business-oriented department in 
the Federal Government. Aaron Locker, Gen
eral Counsel of the Toy Manufacturers of 
America, has described Byington as "remark
ably sympathetic to tndust1·y in the past." 

The Consumer Product Safety Commission 
has the mandate to protect American con-

sumers from unsafe products. The Chair
manship of such a cominission does not call 
for a businessman/ bureaucrat who has 
worked in an ineffective consumer office; it 
calls for a man or woman who has shown an 
active ~9rsonal commitment to consumers 
and particularly to product safety. S. John 
Byington is not such a person. As your Com
mittee has determined, he is not fit to chair 
the Commission for seven years. Neither is he 
fit to chair the Commission for two and a 
half years. On behalf of consumers and spe
cifically on behalf of the 20 million citizens 
who annually suffer injuries associated with 
consumer products, I ask you to disapprove 
his nomination. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT F. DRINAN. 

Opposition among consumer organizations 
did not subside with the withdrawal of the 
nomination for the 7-year term and the re
submission of the nomination for the 2\2 -

year term. The day after the switch occurred, 
the Chairman received the following tele
gram from the Consumer Federation nf 
America: 

[Telegram] 
CONSU"'IiER FEDERATION OF AMERICA, 

Washington, D.C., May 5, 1976. 
Senator \VARREN G. MAGNusoN, 
Washington, D.C. 

On behalf of Consumers Federation of 
America I congratulate you on your strong 
and appropriate action in rejecting the nomi
nation of S. J. Byington to a 7-year term on 
the Consumer Product Safety Commission. 
The Commerce Committee received this nom
inee's record, found him unqualified and 
rejected his nomination. This action is in 
keeping with the need to make the advise 
and consent process meaningful. President 
Ford has now submitted Mr. Byington for a 
shorter term of office. If he is unqualified for 
a 7-year term he is unqualified for a 2 ¥:! -year 
term. The Consumer Product Safety Commis
sion cannot afford 21~ years of inadequate 
leadership. Its effectiveness can easily be de
stroyed within that period of time. To ap
prove for a short period of time, a candidate 
rejected on the grounds of lack of qualifica
tion would make a mockery of the system 
you honored with courage earlier. 

CAROL TUCKER FORMAN, 
Executive Director. 

In our view, the case for refusing to con
firm Mr. Byington to be Chairman of the 
Commission was compelling. As a matter of 
principle, the Committee should examine 
each nominee's qualifications and fitness 
for office rarther than his disqualifications. 
The Committee must adhere to this prin
ciple whether the nomination is for a term 
of 1 d-ay, 1 month, 1 year or 10 years. In our 
view, Mr. Byington does not possess the 
requisite qualifications to provide strong, 
vigorous and incisive leadership for the Con
sumer Product Safety Commission for the 
next 2¥2 years. 

Warren G. Magnuson, Vance Hartke, 
Howard W. Cannon, Frank E. Moss, 
John V. Tunney, Wendell H. Ford, 
John A. Durkin. 

ADDITIONAL MINORITY VIEWS OF MR. DURKIN 
If the man was unqualified to be Chairman 

of the Consumer Product Safety Commis
sion for 7 years, then there is nothing in the 
record that qualifies Mr. Byington to .be 
Chairman for 2 Yz years. 

JOHN A. DURKIN. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I want to respond to the 
Senator's question. I think it is expected 
that the President will designate Mr. 
Byington as chairman. The point I am 
trying to make is that under the statute 
it is not the function of the Senate to 
determine who is the Chairman of the 
Commission. Maybe it should be. Maybe 
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we should change the law, but that is 
not the function of the Senate. It is the 
President who selects the Chairman. 

Mr. MOSS. But with the President's 
announcement it really means we are 
making him Chairman if we confirm him. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. All time has 
expired. The question is, Will the Senate 
advise and consent to the nomination of 
s. John Byington, of Virginia, to be a 
Commissioner of the Consumer Product 
Safety Commission? The yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT BYRD. I announce that 
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
AaouREZK) , the Senator from Idaho <Mr. 
CHURCH), the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. McGEE), the Senator from New 
Mexico (Mr. MoNTOYA), the Senator 
from Rhode Island <Mr. PASTORE), a.nd 
the Senator from California (Mr. TuN
NEY) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Montana <Mr. MANsFIELD), the 
Senator from Alaska <Mr. GRAVEL), the 
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc
GoVERN), and the Senator from North 
Carolina <Mr. MoRGAN) are absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Wisconson <Mr. NELSON) is absent at
tending the funeral of Horace w. Wilkie, 
Chief Justice, Wisconsin State supreme 
court. 

On this vote, the Senator from Rhode 
Island (Mr. PASTORE) is paired with the 
Senator from California <Mr. TuNNEY>. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Rhode Island would vote "yea" and the 
Senator from California would vote 
"nay." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from HawaU <Mr. PONG), is 
necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Massachusetts <Mr. BROOKE), the Sena
tor from Oregon (Mr. PACKWOOD), the 
Senator from Kansas (Mr. PEARSON), and 
the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
HuGH ScoTT) are absent on official bust
ness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Pennsylvania 
<Mr. HUGH ScoTT) would vote uyea.H 

The result was announced-yeas 45, 
nays 39, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 196 Ex.] 
YEAS-45 

Allen 
Baker 
Bartlett 
Beall 
Bellm on 
Brock 
Buckley 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Chiles 
curtis 
Dole 
Domenici 
Eastland 
Fannin 
Garn 

Glenn 
Goldwater 
Griffin 
Hansen 
Hart, Philip A. 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hruska 
Inouye 
Javits 
Johnston 
Laxalt 
Long 
h-fcCiellnn 
McClure 

NAYS-39 
Bayh Cra~on 
Bentsen Culver 
Biden Durkin 
Bumpers Eagleton 
Burdick Ford 
Byrd, Robert C'. Hart, Gary 
Cannon Hartke 
Case Haskell 
Clark Hathaway 

Nunn 
Randolph 
Scott, 

William L. 
Sparlonan 
Sta1ford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Taft 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Weicker 
Young 

Huddleston 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Kennedy 
Leahy 
Magnuson 
Mathias 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 

Mondale 
Moss 
Muskie 
Peil 

Abourezk 
Brooke 
Church 
Fong 
Gravel 
Mansfield 

Percy Schweiker 
Proxmire Stone 
Ribico1f Symington 
Roth Williams 

NOT VOTING-16 
McGee 
McGovern 
Montoya. 
Morgan 
Nelson 
Packwood 

Pastore 
Pearson 
Scott, Hugh 
Tunney 

So the nomination was confirmed. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote by which the nom
ination was confirmed. 

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the pre

vious order, the Senate will now return 
to legislative session, and the Senator 
from South Carolina is recognized for 
not to exceed 5 minutes. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO· 
PRIATIONS AUTHORIZATION ACT, 
1977 

The Senate continued with the consid
eration of the bill (H.R. 12438) to au
thorize appropriations during the fiscal 
:vear 1977, for procurement of aircraft, 
missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat 
vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, 
and research, development, test and eval
uation for the Armed Forces, and to pre
scribe the authorized personnel strength 
for each active duty component and of 
the Selected Reserve of each Reserve 
component of the Armed Forces and of 
civilian personnel of the Department of 
Defense, and to authorize the mllltary 
training student loans and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me to make an overall 
statement while the membership is here 
about finishing up the bill? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President. may we h&ve 

order? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. There will be 

order in the Chamber. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I pro

pose to make an overall statement about 
the situation. I find a great deal of very 
solid, wholesome sentiment here to finish 
this bill tonight. I want to give my opin
ion. If we leave this week with this bill 
unpassed, I believe when we return we 
will have to go through a great part of it 
again. There will be pressw·e from vari
ous interests. Of cow·se, the services will 
be interested. It is urgent that we finish 
this bill tonight, if at all possible. I am 
certainly willing to stay here and I hope 
all Senators who possibly can will do 
that. 

There are a few more amendments. 
My feeling is to bring them out now, put 
them on the table and call them up, if 
they are to be called up at all. Then we 
can dispose of them in one way or an
other. I believe we can do that tonight. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I can only emphasize 
how ditncult it will be if we do not pass 
this bill. Tomorrow will not be available 
for this bill, as I understand. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. STENNIS. My time is out. Sena
tor THuRMoND yielded to me. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have 60 seconds to 
ask a question of the Senator. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection? Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. My question to the 
distinguished Senator from Mississippi 
and also the distinguished majority whip 
is this: When, today, would we have time 
to have about 30 minutes to consider the 
resolution of disapproval of Federal En
ergy Act No. 2 relating to the small re
fineries exemption? I am just wondering 
whether we will be able to bring that up 
today. It must be considered by the close 
of business tomorrow under the rule. 

Mr. STENNIS. The leader is the one 
to answer the question, I believe. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The first part of the 
question is how long will the present b.ll 
take to complete, if we can complete it 
today? 

Mr. STENNIS. If we can get started 
and keep going, it might be possible to 
finish It 1n 2 or 2% hours. There will be 
interruptions for votes, as I understand 
it. If we can get this movement started, 
I believe we can move rapidly. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. If the Senator 
will yield, Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent on the amendment to be 
proposed by Mr. DoLE there be a 20-
minute time limitation with 12 minutes 
under the control of Mr. NUNN and 8 
minutes under the control of Mr. DoLE. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
wonder, did the Senator from West Vir
ginia hear my question? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I am sorry, I 
did not. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. My question is when, 
today, might we have time to consider 
the resolution of disapproval of Federal 
Energy Act No. 2 relating to the small re
finelies exemption. It must be considered 
by the close of business tomorrow. I 
prefer to consider it today, but if we 
ca1mot, I wonder if we can get unani
mous consent to set aside some time for 
it tomonow. I believe 30 minutes would 
probably be sufficient. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Senator 
is correct. Action would be required on 
that matter no later than tomorrow 
night. Under the pressures at the mo
ment, I would doubt that I could assure 
the Senator that it would be brought up 
today. Every effort is going to be made to 
complete action on the military procure
ment bill before the close of business to
night, if that is at all possible. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I am wondering if 
the Senator would accede to a unani
mous-consent request to bring it up as 
the first order of business tomorrow, if 
we can do so, with a 30-mlnute time 
limitation. 15 minutes on each side. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I wou1d rather 
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not press that request at the moment. 
I would like to converse with various 
Senators and see what time it can be 
brought up tomorrow. It is a preferential 
motion, and it can be brought up tomor
row and it will be brought up tomorrow, 
but I do have to talk to some Senators. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Are there unanimous 
consents to take up the whole day to
morrow? As I understand the parlia
mentary situation--

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The antitrust 
legislation will be up all day tomorrow. 
I feel that Senator HART would be agree
able at some point on tomorrow. It might 
be 5 o'clock or after. I believe he and 
other Senators wou1d be agreeable to set 
that bill aside for a little while at some 
point tomorrow so that this preferential 
motion could be disposed of. I would hope 
that we could get a half-hour time limi
tation on it at that time. I doubt that we 
can do it tonight. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I would simply point 
out to the Senator that, as I understand 
the parliamentary situation, it is a pref
erential motion but first one must get 
recognition to make the motion to dis
charge the committee and thereafter one 
must get recognition to bring the matter 
to debate. It has a 10-hom· debate limi
tation. If there is a time limitation--

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator's 
time has expired. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
1 minute. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. If there is a time 
limitation under a unanimous consent 
for tomorrow, that will take precedence 
over the privileged motion which would 
mean we could not reach it at all. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. There is no 
time limitation insofar as the antitrust 
bill is concerned. I am simply saying to 
the Senator that the matter to which he 
is addressing his remarks can be brought 
up tomorrow without any doubt. I am 
hoping that I can bring it up at a time 
which would be agreeable to Senator 
HART and others. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I thank the Senator 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the time 
on the amendment by Mr. THURMOND be 
limited to 20 minutes rather than 40 
minutes, and that the division and con
trol of time be in the usual form. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Reserving the right to 
object, what is the subject of Mr. THUR
MOND's amendment? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I will ask Mr. 
Thurmond to respond. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Will the Senator ad
vise me what the subject of the Sena
tor's amendment is? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, it is 
Amendment No. 1694 concerning the 
A-10 airplane. After I make my state
ment, I intend to say that I do not intend 
to press the amendment. 

Mr. MATHIAS. If the Senator is not 
going to press his amendment, I would 
hope that the leader would not press for 
a unanimous-consent shortening the 
time. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I withdraw 
my request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DURKIN). The Senator from South Caro
lina is recognized :or 5 minutes. 

The amendment will be stated. 
The assistant legislative clerk read as 

follows: 
The Senator from South Carolina (Mr. 

THURMOND) proposes an amendment num
bered 1694. 

Mr. THURMOND'S amendment (NO. 
1694) is as follows: 

On page 15, after line 22, insert a new 
section as follows: 

SEc. 102. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, the production rate for the 
United States Air Force A-10 aircraft may 
not be maintained at a greater rate than 
seven a month during the calendar year 1978 
unless the Secretary of Defense ( 1) finds that 
such production aircraft has demonstrated 
operational tests and performance goals ap
proved in the revised decision coordinating 
paper of the Department of Defense dated 
February 10, 1976, regarding the operational 
and technical characteristics of the A-10 air
craft and ( 2) has certi.fi.ed his findings in 
writing to the Committees on Armed Serv
ices of the Senate and the House of Rep
resentatives. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, is the 
amendment now before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is. 
Mr. THURMOND. Amendment No. 

196"4 concerns the U.S. Air Force A-10 
close support aircraft. The A-10 close 
support plane has experienced numer
ous development problems. The purpose 
of my amendment is to assure the Air 
Force gets production aircraft which 
meet lowered performance goals ap
proved by the Department of Defense. 
The amendment does not cut A-10 money 
from the bill. It does not prevent con
tinued production of A-10 aircraft. It 
does not prevent signing of contracts for 
production in 1978. It does not prevent 
the contractor from building a produc
tion rate from one a month at the pre
sent time to seven per month through 
July 1978. 

The amendment would allow the Sec
retary of Defense an opportunity to de
termine if the production aircraft just 
beginning to come off the line meets 
DOD-approved performance goals before 
a high production rate is allowed in 1978. 
The amendment allows lifting of produc
tion rate ceilings upon certification by 
the Secretary of Defense that initial pro
duction planes can perform according 
to stated requirements. 

Mr. President, I have a number of con
cerns about the A-10 close support plane. 
I have written down those concerns. I 
discussed these concerns with the Chief 
of Staff of the Air Force today. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the reasons for my concern 
relative to the A-10 aircra.rt be printed 
at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the infor
mation was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

REASONS FOR CONCERN RELATIVE TO A-10 
Am CRAFT 

1. Several fatigue failures in tests by con
tractor in past several years. (cracks in plane 
skin and spar, or fuselage) 

2. In testimony pilots complained aircraft 
thrust reduced by weight growth. 

3. Gas ingestion from 30 mm gun caused 
flame out of engines, now corrected. 

4. Plane unable to meet shortfield landing 

and takeoff threshold goals of 10 percent 
below program goals. 

5. Plane below original program goals in 
ability to turn with certain weapon loads 
at certain speeds. 

6. Loiter time less than desired. 
7. Secretary of Defense had to delay full 

production go ahead apparently before de
ciding shortcomings were not of sufficient 
importance to change program. 

8. Of 9 technical and operational charac
teristics, the General Accounting Office re
ported the contractor only met or exceeded 
three of the guarantees in contract. 

9. Defense Department cut planned FY 
1977 buy from 159 to 100 A-10 planes, thus 
driving up unit cost. This indicates concern 
of DOD relative to contractor's ability to 
produce. 

10. Amendment will not reduce buy in 1978 
if aircraft meets requirements; if it does not 
meet requirements we should not buy it at 
high rate until problems corrected. 

11. My concern 1s to assure the A-10 pro
duction plane can meet the lowered require
ments. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President after 
talking with the Chief of Staff of the Air 
Force, Gen. David Jones, and going over 
these concerns and having this conversa
tion with him in which we discussed the 
different points involved in these con
cerns, and whether or not the planes 
would meet the performance require
ments finally approved by the Defense 
Department, General Jones has given me 
certain assurances. He has assured me 
that he would give this matter his per
sonal attention, and especially the points 
of concern that I have raised. 

In view of this conversation and the 
assurances that General Jones has given 
I do not intend to press my amendment: 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I com
mend the Senator for the work he has 
done on this problem. I have looked over 
his notes and memoranda, and I think 
he has made a real contribution. 

Mr. THURMOND. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. THURMOND. I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Texas <Mr. 
TOWER). 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President when all 
time has expired or been yi~lded back 
on the amendment of the Senator from 
South Carolina, I intend to offer an 
amendment to that amendment, which 
would have the effect of adding back 20 
of the 24 A-7D aircraft deleted this 
~orning by a one-vote margin, during a 
tune when proponents were not here and 
able to vote, and to provide for an ade
quate modernization of the Air National 
Guard. 

My amendment does strike the limit on 
the A-10 production rate in the Thur
~ond amendment, and, in addition, pro
VIdes 20 A-7D's for the Air NationaJ 
Guard. So it would restore the 15- or 
20-unit per month production on the 
A-10 that was reduced by the Thurmond 
amendment to 7. 

When the Senator's time has expired 
or been yielded back, I intend to offer 
that amendment. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I am op
posed to the amendment by the Senator 
from South Carolina <Mr. THURMOND) 
which could have the effect of slowing 
the production rate on the A-10 airplane. 

The Tactical Air Power Subcommittee 
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reviewed progress on the A-10 during our 
hearings on the fiscal year 1977 budget. 
After our review we recommended that 
the A-10 production program be funded 
as requested by the Air Force, and I sup
port that position. The A-10 program is 
making satisfactory progress, and I do 
not believe that it should be disrupted at 
this point in its program cycle. 

There have been only two problem 
areas reported to us by the Air Force, and 
neither of these appears to be critical. 
These are the structural fatigue failures, 
and pilots' complaints about engine 
thrust. I will discuss both of these. 

The test failures in the A-10 struc
tural fatigue test program have been of 
a type and character which is completely 
normal in this type of testing and can 
only be categorized as minor in nature. 
The purpose of fatigue testing is to de
termine what parts of a newly designed 
airplane will wear out first, when they 
will wear out, and how much metal 
strengthening is needed in order to pro
long their life. If these determinations 
are made early before production has 
started rolling, then the corrections can 
be put into the planes on the production 
line instead of after the problems crop 
up 6 or 8 years later. This is good, con
servative, airplane development practice, 
and it is being applied to the A-10. As a 
result of doing this testing, the A-10 can 
be expected, with great confidence, to 
meet its full design life without en
countering premature fatigue problems. 

To show how minor the problems were 
that were uncovered in the testing, after 
all of the corrective fixes were made, 
such as adding thicker metal where 
cracks developed in individual parts, the 
total increase in weight of the A-10 was 
only 52 pounds. This obviously is a minor 
and inconsequential addition to the 
weight of the A-10, which is a 21,000-
pound airplane in its empty condition 
before fuel and weapons are installed. 
So my own conclusion is that the A-10 
.has .harl a very successful structural test 
program and production should not be 
delayed because of the few minor fail
ures which occurred but have been cor
rected. 

As to the test pilots' complaints about 
engine thrust, that is not an unusual 
statement by pilots, who always like 
more performance. The important point 
is that the operational command, TAC, 
has evaluated the airplane's perform
ance as it exists in the production con
figuration, and they are satisfied that it 
meets their needs for combat. So here 
again I do not see any valid rationale 
for slowing up their production program. 

Mr. President, the proposed amend
ment would disrupt the A-10 production 
program. The results of performance and 
operational tests do not indicate a need 
to adjust the A-10 program. 

Air Force Test and Evaluation Center
AFTEC-and Tactical Air Command
TAC-have evaluated the A-10's per
formance during operational tests. AF
TEC has concluded the A-10 is opera
tionally suitable and is capable of per
forming the close air support and asso
ciated missions. TAC has concluded the 
A-10 can accomplish its design missions. 
The A-10 failed to meet certain decision 

coordinating paper performance goals 
but breeched only one DCP threshold, 
that being, the takeoff and landing dis
tance. Because TAC and AFTEC have 
judged the performance adequate, there 
are no plans to force performance im
provement at additional cost. As always, 
the Air Force will attempt to optimize the 
A-10 for the CAS mission but as required 
by the design-to-cost philosophy the cost 
of changes must be justified by an ap
propriate increase in performance. Hold
ing the A-10 production to seven aircraft 
per month in calendar year 1978 is an 
unnecessary disruption which will in
crease the program cost. 

Mr. President, I would urge my fellow 
colleagues to reject this amendment and 
support the committee's position on the 
A-10. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may I 
make a parliamentary inquiry here? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. STENNIS. What is the situation? 
If I may make a parliamentary inquiry, 
what about this amendment we are talk
ing about here, as to whether or not it is 
eligible under our unanimous-consent 
agreement? I thlnk it all goo.....s to one 
question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment of the Senator from Texas 
cannot be called up until all the time is 
yielded back. The Senator from Missis
sippi has 19 minutes remaining. 

Mr. STENNIS. Does the Senator from 
Colorado want some time? 

To move the matter forward, as I un
derstand, Mr. President, and to get to the 
issue, I yield back the time. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield me I minute before he 
yields back his time? 

Mr. STENNIS. All right, I yield. 
Mr. TOWER. I simply wanted to ex

plain that the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Texas to the amendment 
of the Senator from South Carolina is 
not debatable, so we can get to an im
mediate vote on it. 

Mr. STENNIS. Does it come within our 
unanimous-consent agreement with re
spect to amendments being filed by 2 
p.m. Monday? That is the rule we have 
been operating under, as far as I know. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would 
be a second degree amendment, and 
would not have to meet that test. 

Mr. STENNIS. I beg the Chaii·'s par
don? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. As a sec
ond degree amendment, it would not 
have to meet that test. 

Mr. STENNIS. The 2 o'clock Monday 
test? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. STENNIS. That same order, now, 

had a ~ermaneness matter in there. That 
agreement states ''and that no amend
mend in the second degree be in order 
at any time"--

The PRESIDING OFFICE...~. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. STENNIS. "Unless such second de
gree amendment is germane to the 
amendment in the first degree." This is 

the rule we have been operating under, 
all Senators have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, in response to the parliamentary 
inquiry, would state that the second-de
gree amendment of the Senator from 
Texas introduces a new subject, the A-7 
aircraft--

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will be in order. The Chair is in 
the middle of a statement. Whereas the 
basic amendment deals only with the 
A-10 aircraft. Therefore, the Chair states 
that the amendment is not germane. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. TOWER. Is the ruling on an 
amendment valid before the amendment 
is called up? Does not the amendment 
have to be called up before a ruling can 
be made on it? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
statement of the Chair was 1n response 
to the parliamentary inquiry of the Sen
a tor from Mississippi. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment. 

Mr. GARY HART. Mr. President, a 
point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER) pro
poses an amendment to amendment No. 
1694, as follows: 

On page 1, beginning with line 1, strike 
out all down through line 8 on page 2 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

SEc. 102. There 1s authorized to be appro
priated the sum of $100 mlllion-

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GARY HART. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, I think th~ 
Senate has a right to know what the 
amendment will do, if the Senator from 
Texas does not have copies of the 
amendment---

Mr. TOWER. The Senator from Texas 
is delighted. Please read it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will continue the reading. 

The assistant legislative clerk 1·ead as 
follows: 

On page l, beginning with line 1, strike 
out all down through line 8 on page 2 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

SEc. 102. There is authorized to be appro
priated the sum of $100,000,000 for the Air 
Force during the fiscal year 1977 for the 
procurement of 20 A-7D aircraft for use by 
the Air National Guard of the United States 
as aircraft to complement the air to ground 
capabiUties of the A-10 aircraft. The Sec
retary of Defense shall advise the Commit
tees on Armed Services of the House of Rep
resentatives and the Senate regarding the 
production rate of the A-10 aircraft, includ
ing factors ancl circumstances affecting such 
production rate. 

Mr. GARY HART. Mr. President, 
point of order. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator will state it. 
Mr. GARY HART. Mr. President, I rise 

to a question of order. This amendment 
does not appear to be germane under 
the unanimous-consent agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. As the 
Chair stated to the parliamentary in
quiry of the Senator from Mississippi a 
few minutes ago, in the opinion of the 
Chair the amendment is not germane; 
therefore, the point of order is well 
taken. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I appeal 
the ruling of the Chair and ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I move to lay that appeal on the table. 

Mr. TOWER. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask for the yeas and nays on the mo
tion to table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll on the motion to table 
the appeal from the decision of the 
Chair. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from South Dakota 
(Mr. ABOUREZK), the Senator from Idaho 
<Mr. CHURCH), the Senator from Indiana 
<Mr. HARTKE), the Senator from Wyo
ming <Mr. McGEE), the Senator from 
New Mexico <Mr. MONTOYA), the Senator 
from Rhode Island <Mr. PASTORE), the 
Senator from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) , 
and the Senator from California <Mr. 
TuNNEY) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Alaska <Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator 
from Montana <Mr. MANSFIELD), the 
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc
GovERN), and the Senator from North 
Carolina <Mr. MoRGAN) are absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Wisconsin <Mr. NELSON) is absent at
tending the funeral of Horace W. Wilkie, 
Chief Justice, Wisconsin State supreme 
court. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Rhode Is
land <Mr. PASTORE) and the Senator 
from North Carolina <Mr. MORGAN) 
would each vote "yea." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Maryland <Mr. BEALL), 
the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. FONG) 
and the Senator from North Dakota <Mr. 
YoUNG) are necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Massachusetts <Mr. BROOKE), the Sena
tor from Oregon (Mr. PACKWOOD), the 
Senator from Kansas <Mr. PEARSON) • 
and the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
HuGH ScoTT) are absent on official busi
ness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. HUGH SCOTT) WOUld vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 50, 
nays 30, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 197 Leg.] 
YEAS-50 

All en Hart, Gary 
Biden Hart, Philip A. 
Buckley Haskell 
Bumpers Hatfield 
Byrd, Hathaway 

Harry F., Jr. Hollings 
Byrd, Robert C. Huddleston 
Case Humphrey 
Chiles Jackson 
Clark Javits 
Cranston Johnston 
Culver Kennedy 
Durkin Leahy 
Eagleton Long 
Eastland Magnuson 
Ford Mathias 
Glenn McClellan 

Baker 
Bart:ett 
Bayh 
Bellm on 
Bentsen 
Brock 
Burdick 
Cannon 
Curtis 
Dole 
Domenici 

NAYS-30 
Fannin 
Garn 
Goldwater 
Griffin 
Hansen 
Helms 
Hruska 
Inouye 
Laxalt 
McClure 
Percy 

Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Mondale 
Moss 
Muskie 
Nunn 
Pell 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Ribicoff 
Schweiker 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Stevenson 
Talmadge 
Welcker 
Williams 

Roth 
Scott, 

WllliamL. 
Stafford 
Stevens 
Stone 
Taft 
Thurmond 
Tower 

NOT VOTING-20 
Abourezk Mansfield 
Beall McGee 
Brooke McGovern 
Church Montoya 
Fong Mo~an 
Gravel Nelson 
Hartke Packwood 

Pastore 
Pearson 
Scott, Hugh 
Symington 
Tunney 
Young 

So the motion to table was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from South 
Carolina. There is no time for debate. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
stated at the beginning that I did not 
intend to press my amendment. An 
amendment to the amendment was 
offered. I now withdraw my amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is withdrawn. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Without counting 
against the Senator's time, I ask unani
mous consent that Mr. Arthur J. Visel
tear be granted the privilege of the flo<Jr 
during the consideration of the pending 
legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1698 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I call 
up from the desk amendment No. 1698 
to H.R. 12438. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator !rom Massachusetts proposes 
an amendment: 

On page 29, insert between lines 19 and 20 
the following: 

"TITLE Vlli-THE ARMED FORCES 
INSTITUTE OF PATHOLOGY 

"PART A-INSTITUTE OF PATHOLOGY 

"FINDINGS AND DECLARATION OF POLICY 
"SEc. 801. (a.) The Congress hereby finds 

and declares that--
"(1) the Armed Forces Institute of Pa

thology 1s an internationally famous and 
highly respected medical establishment 
which offers unique pathologic support to 
national and international medicine; 

"(2) the Institute contains the Nation's 
most comprehensive collection of pathologic 
specimens for study, and a. staff of prestigious 
pathologists engaged in consultation, educa
tion, and research; 

"(3) the activities of the Institute are of 
uniqtle and vital importance 1n support o! 
the health care of the armed services of the 
United States; 

"(4) the activities of the Institute are 
also of unique and vital importance in sup
port of the civlllan health care system of 
the United States; 

" ( 5) the Institute provides an important 
focus for the exchange of information be
tween civilian and milltary medicine, to the 
benefit o! both. 

"(b) The Congress further finds and de
clares that it is important to the health 
of the American people and of its armed 
services that the Institute continue its activi
ties in serving both the military and civlllan 
sectors in consultation, education, and re
search in the medical, dental, and veterinary 
sciences. 

"ESTABLISHMENT OF INSTITUTE 

"SEc. 802. There is hereby established with
in the Department o! Defense the Armed 
Forces Institute o! Pathology (hereinafter 
referred to as the •rnstitute'), with respon
sibilities, functions, and authority and rela
tionships as set forth in this title. The In
stitute shall be a joint agency of the three 
military departments, subject to the author
ity, direction, and control o! the Secretary 
of Defense and under the management con
trol of the Secretary of the Army. The Insti
tute shall serve as the Central Laboratory 
of Pathology for the Department of Defense 
and such other Federal agencies as may be 
agreed upon by the Secretary o! Defense and 
the head of the agency concerned. It shall 
be self-contained and independent of other 
established activities which may be operating 
as integral parts of hospitals or which may 
be otherwise located in the vicinity. 

''ORGANIZATION 

"SEc. 803. (a) The Institute shall consist 
of a Board of Governors, a Director and two 
Deputy Directors, and a staff of such pro
fessional, technical, and clerical personnel 
as may be required. 

" (b) The Board of Governors shall consist 
of the Assistant Secretary for Health and 
Environment in the Department of Defense 
as Chairman, the Assistant Secretary of 
Health 1n the Department of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare, the Surgeons General of 
the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force, and 
the Chief Medical Officer of the Veterans' 
Administration, or their respectively desig
nated representatives. 

" (c) The Director of the Institute shall 
be a medical officer of the Army, Navy, or 
Air Force, selected on the basis o! high pro
fessional qualifications in the field of pa
thology and demonstrated medical adminis
trative ab111ty. The Director shall be ap

. pointed by the Secretary of the Army, sub
ject to the approval of the Secretary of 
Defense based on the nominations received 
from the Board of Governors. He shall be 
appointed normally !or a period of four 
years rotating in order among the Army, 
Navy, and Air Force: Provided, That the 
mllitary department next in line has an 
individual who meets the qualifications o! 
the position, and is acceptable to the nomi
nating and approving authorities. A senior 
pathologist from each of the other two 
military departments not represented by 
tlle Director will be appointed as a. Deputy 
Director, on the same basfs as the Director. 

"(d) The Director, 1n addition to the two 
Deputy Directors, shall be assisted by a. pro
fessional, technical, and clerical staff con
sfstlng of such medical service or medical 
department officers and other mllitary per
sonnel of the Army, Navy, and Air Force and 
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snch civilian personnel, including consult
ants and experts, as he, with the approval 
of the Secretary of the At·my, as manage
ment agent, determines is required. The 
services of consultants or experts who are 
outstanding specialists in their respective 
fields and are appointed to serve varying 
periods of time within the Institute as res
ident consultants shall be made available 
to other Army, Navy, and Air Force medical 
in stallations by the Director of the Institute 
to the greatest extent practicable. 

"(e) Subject to the concurrence of the 
Board of Governors and the approval of the 
Secretary of the Army, the Director may 
be aided by a scientific advisory board of 
consultants appointed by the Secretary of 
the Army for a period of not to exceed five 
years. No member of the regular duty staff 
of the Institute may be appointed as a mem
ber of the scientific adviSory board. 

"RESPONSIBILITIES AND FUNCTIONS 

"SEc. 804. (a) The Institute shall-
"(1) maintain a consultation service for 

the diagnosis of pathologic tissue for the 
Department of Defense, other Federal 
agencies, and for civilian pathologists, and 
serve as the chief reviewing authority on the 
diagnosis of pathologic tissue to the Army, 
Navy, and Air Force and Veterans' Admln1s
tration; 

"(2) conduct experimental, statistical, and 
morphological researches in the broad field 
of pathology, including colTelation with such 
other medical specialties as will enable the 
Institute to effectively pursue its research 
projects; 

" ( s) provide instruction in advanced pa
thology and related subjects to medical, 
dental, and veterinary officers of the Armed 
Forces and, based on availability of fa
cilities, to such other qualified professional 
persons who are authorized to study or re
ceive graduate instruction at the Institute; 

" ( 4) train qualified and approved enlisted 
personnel of the Armed Forces in pathologic 
techniques and in relevant medical photo
graphic, medical arts, and museum activities; 

" ( 5) prepare or otherwise procure and 
duplicate teaching aids such as microscopic 
sHdes, photographic material, medical visual 
aids, or other texts illustrating the pathology 
of the various special medical fields used in 
the training of Armed Forces personnel; 

"(6) donate or loan duplicate pathologic 
photographic and other educational material 
to other Federal medical services, museums, 
medical schools, scientific institutions, and 
to qualified individuals connected with medi
cal, dental, or veterinary professions, when 
determined appropriate and practical; 

"(7) contract with the American Registry 
of Pathology (established under part B of 
this title) for cooperative enterprises in 
medical consultation, research, and educa
tion between the Institute and the civilian 
medical profession under such conditions as 
may be agreed upon between the Board of 
Governo1·s and the American Registry of 
Pathology; 

"(8) make available at no cost to the 
American Registry of Pathology such space, 
facilities, and equipment within the Insti
tute as the Board of Governors deem neces
sary for the accomplishment of their mutual 
cooperative enterprises; 

"(9) contract with the American Registry 
of Pathology for the services of such profes
sional, technical, or clerical personnel as are 
necessary to fulfill theh· cooperative enter
prises; 

"{10) maintain a medicallliustration serv
ice for the collection, preparation, duplica
tion, publication, exhibition, reference, and 
file of medical illustrated material of medical 
military importance, except original motion 
picture footage, primarily for the support of 
programs of the Institute but which may be 
made available to the medical services of 

the Armed Forces, of the Federal agencies, 
and qualified individuals, when determined 
appropriate and practicable; 

"(11) maintain museums for the instruc
tion of qualified and authorized persons and 
display openly selected museum exhibits to 
the lay public; 

"(12) perform su ch other related functions 
as may be assigned from time to time. 

"(b) In addition to the personnel described 
in (a) (9) above, the Director is authorized, 
with the approval of the Board of Governors, 
to contract with the American Registry of 
Pathology for the services at any time of not 
more than six distinguished pathologists or 
scientists of demonstrated ability and ex
perience, to enhance the activities of the 
Institute in consultation, education, andre
search. These distinguished scientists may 
be appointed by the Director to administra
tive positions within the components or sub
components of the Institute, and to the ex
ercise of all professional duties within the 
Institute notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law. 

''ADMINISTRATION 

"SEc. 805. (a) The Secretary of the Army, 
as management agent, shall be responsible 
for the determination and provision, within 
the limits of resources available to the De
partment of the Army for such purposes, of 
adequate administrative support for the 
operation of the Institute. The term 'admin
istrative support' as used in this directive is 
defined to include budgeting, funding, fiscal 
control, manpower control and utilization, 
personnel administration, security adminis
tration, space, facilities, supplies, other ad
ministrative provisions and services, and mo
bilization planning relating thereto. The Sec
retary of the Army as management agent, 
may redelegate his authority in connection 
with these responsibilities within the com
mand structure of the Department of the 
Army. 

"(b) The Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Comptroller) shall be responsible for ar
ranging with the three mllitary departments, 
and as appropriate, other Federal agencies 
for the financing of the Institute and its 
activities. 

" (c) Under established Department of De
fense policies governing medical and allied 
activities, the Board of Governors shall be 
responsible for the day-to-day policy direc
tion of the Institute on professional and re
lated matters. Such matters which cannot 
readily be resolved by the Board of Gov
ernors will be referred promptly to the Sec
retary of the Army, as management agent, 
for resolution by the Secretaries of the three 
military departments or for presentation to 
the Secretary of Defense for decision. 

"(d) Under the pollcy direction of the 
Board of Governors for professional and 
related matters and the management con
trol of the Secretary of the Army, the Di
rector of the Institute shall be responsible 
for the organization and effective operation 
of the Institute, including the direction and 
supervision of its staff and activities. 

" (e) The facilities and materials of the 
Institute may be made available to qualified 
civilian physicians, dentists, veterinarians, 
and other scientists for study and research 
as appropriate and practical. 

"(f) Military personnel of the three mili
tary departments assigned to the Institute 
shall during such tours be responsible to the 
Director with respect to the performance of 
duty. 

"STRUCTURE 

"SEc. 806. (a) The Institute shall be com
posed of the following components: The De
partment of Pathology, the Medical Illus
tration Service, and the Medical Museum. 

"(b) The Institute will be financed by the 
Department of the Army with its facilities 

available on a common service basis. No 
reimbursements or contributions from the 
Departments of the Navy or Air Force for 
services rendered Will be required. 

"(c) The Institute shall coordinate its ef
forts with all Department of Defense agen
cies and appropriate subdivisions thereof, 
other governmental agencies, and generally 
through the American Registry of Pathology, 
with private organizations, which have a 
mutual interest or responsibility wlth respect 
to the performance of any of its functions, 
and is expected to communicate directly 
therewith. 

" (d) The Director and the staff of the In
stitute are authorized and expected to com
municate directly and expeditiously with 
the agencies listed above concerning techni
cal matters within its jurisdiction in which 
there exists a mutual interest or responsi
bility. 

"PART B - AMERICAN REGISTRY OF PATH

OLOGY CORPORATION 
"STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

"SEc. 811. It is the purpose of this part 
to provide a mechanism for the establishment 
of desirable and beneficial cooperative enter
prises between private individuals, profes
sional societies, and other entitles on the 
one hand, and the Armed Forces Institute 
of Pathology. 

"CREATION OF CORPORATION 

"SEc. 812. There is hereby authorized to be 
established a nonprofit corporation to be 
known as the American Registry of Path
ology which shall not be an agency or estab
lishment of the United States Government. 
The Annerican Registry of Pathology shall be 
subject to the provisions of this title and, 
to the extent consistent with this title, to the 
District of Columbia Nonprofit Corporation 
Act. 

"MEMBERS AND OFFICERS 

"SEc. 813. (a) The American Registry of 
Pa.thology shall have a board of members 
consisting of twenty-six individuals who are 
representatives of those professional societies 
and organizations which sponsor individual 
registries of pathology at the Institute, of 
whom one shall be elected annually by the 
board to serve as chairman. Each sponsor 
shall appoint one member of the board for 
a term of four years. 

"(b) The corporation shall have a di
rector and such other officers as may be 
named and appointed by the board of mem
bers, at rates of compensation fixed by the 
board, and serving at the pleasure of the 
board. The director of the American Registry 
of Pathology shall be appointed by the board 
of members with the concurrence of the Di
rector of the Armed Forces Institute of Path
ology. 

" (c) The members of the initial board shall 
serve as incorporators and shall take what
ever actions are necessary to establish the 
institution under the District of Columbia 
Nonprofit Corporation Act. 

"(d) The term of office of each member 
of the board shall be four years; except that 
( 1) any member appointed to fill a vacancy 
occurring prior to the expiration of the term 
for which his predecessor was appointed 
sha.U be appointed for the remainder of such 
term; (2) the terms of office members first 
taking office shall begin on the date of in
corporation and shall expire, as designated 
at the time of their appointment, nine at 
the end of one year, eight at the end of two 
years, and eight at the end of four years; 
and (3) a member whose term has expired 
may serve until his successor has qualified. 
No member shall be eligible to serve in ex
cess of two consecutive terms of four years 
each. 

" (e) Any vacancy in the board shall not 
affect it power, but shall be filled in the 
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manner in which the original appointments 
were made. 

"FUNCTIONS 

"SEc. 814. (a) In order to carry out the 
purposes of this part, the American Registry 
of Pathology is authorized to--

"(1) enter into contracts with the Armed 
Forces Institute of Pathology for the provi
sion of such services and personnel as may 
be necessary to carry out their common pur
poses; 

"(2) enter into contracts with public and 
private organizations for writing, editing, 
and publishing of fascicles of tumor pathol
ogy, atlases, and other material which is 
necessary to carry out the purposes of the 
American Registry of Pathology; 

"(3) receive gifts and grants from and 
enter into contracts with individuals, pri
vate foundations, professional societies, in
stitutions, and governmental agencies for 
the accomplishments of its purposes; 

"(4) establish contracts or agreements 
with professional societies for the establish
ment and maintenance of Registries of 
Pathology; 

"(5) serve as a focus for the interchange 
between military and civilian pathology, and 
encourage the participation of medical, 
dental, and veterinary sciences in pathology 
for the mutual benefit of military and civil
ian medicine. 

"(b) In the performance of the functions 
set forth in subsection (a), the American 
Registry of Pathology 1s authorized to--

" ( 1) enter into such other contracts, 
lea-ses, cooperative agreements, or other 
transactions as the board of members deems 
appropriate to conduct the activities of the 
American Registry of Pathology; and 

"(2) charge such fees for professional serv
ices as the board of members deems reason
able and appropriate. 

"REPORTS 

"SEC. 815. The American Registry of Path
ology shall transmit to the Director and the 
Board of Governors of the Institute and to 
the sponsors, annually and at such other 
times as it deems desirable, a comprehensive 
and detailed report of its operations, ac
tivities, and accomplishments.". 

On page 29, line 20, strike "TITLE Vill" 
and substitute "TITLE IX." 

On page 29, Une 21, strike "801" and sub
stitute "901". 

On page 30, line 17, strike "802" and sub
stitute "902". 

On page 31, line 25, strike "803" and sub
stitute "903". 

On page 34, line 6, strike "804" and sub
stitute "904". 

On page 34, llne 21, strike "805" and sub
stitute "905". 

On page 36, line 9, strike "806" and sub
stitute "906". 

On page 36, line 12, strike "807" and sub
stitute "907". 

On page 37, line 3, stlike "808" and sub
stitute "908". 

On page 37, line 18, strike "809" and sub
stitute "909". 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a unanimous
consent request? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I ask unani

mous consent that there be no rollcall 
votes between the hours of 6 and 
7:30p.m. today. . 

Mr. STENNIS. Reserving the right to 
object, and I shall not object, we shall 
resume, then, having votes on this bill 
if there are amendments to be voted on? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 'Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

1\.fr. ROBERT C. BYRD. In response to 
the distinguished Senator's question, I 

ask unanimous consent that any rollcall 
votes ordered between the hour of 6 and 
7:30 p.m. begin running at the hour of 
7:30. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTI'. Reserving 
the right to object, I wonder; I have a 
commitment at 7 o'clock. I am ready to 
vote now for the next hour or so. What 
would the distinguished acting majority 
leader feel as to when we are going to 
vote? What does he see in the future? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I should think 
that we would have at least somewhere 
from three to five votes. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. How long 
would the Senator anticipate we might 
stay in tonight? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I hope not be
yond 9 or 10 o'clock. 

Mr. STENNIS. If the Senator will 
yield, I believe the Senate has to finish 
with this bill tonight. I think Members 
can be coming back after this interrup
tion and finish the bill, for the reasons 
I have already given. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTI'. Continuing 
under my reservation, I am certainly not 
going to object, but any time we do some
thing like this, it works an inconvenience 
for one Senator or another. In this case, 
it works an inconvenience for me. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. It does. The 
Senator is correct. 

~.1r. CANNON. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, I, too, have com
mitments later this evening, as do a 
number of other Senators that I am 
aware of. I do not understand why we 
cannot go ahead and go through the nor
mal process and have our votes and fin
ish up, rather than postpone the voting 
for another hour and a half from now. 

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCO'IT. Will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CANNON. Yes. 
Mr. WTILIA.M L. SCOTr. Perhaps 

there would be more people who would 
be inconvenienced by postponing it than 
would be convenienced. Maybe the dis
tinguished Senator could determine :how 
many people might be inconvenienced. 

Mr. CANNON. I think there might 
well be, still reserving the right to object. 
One of our distinguished colleagues, who 
is leaving us this year, is being honored 
tonight. I am one of those people who 
was invited to be there to help honor him. 
I know there are others. I think it would 
be very unfortunate if we postpone our 
voting until 7:30 and run us into the 
night to ruin that kind of affair. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, may I say in response to the com
ment by my distinguished friend from 
Nevada, that was precisely the reason 
for the request not to have votes between 
6 and 7:30, because that meeting has 
been arranged. I was just told of it today, 
and in order to accommodate the Sena
tor from Missouri and other Senators 
who are committed to go to that meet
ing, for that reason, I asked that there be 
no votes during that 1 ¥2 hour period. 

Mr. CANNON. I thank the Senator. 
Mr; MATHIAS. Reserving the right to 

object, since the Senator from Missis
sippi has projected the possibility of 
completing this bill tonight, I feel im
pelled, out of a sense of fairness, to get 
up and say that there are a lot of things 

that we are going to have to discuss 
about this bill of a serious nature which 
my take quite a bit of time. I am not at 
all sure that we are going to want to 
spend that much time on it tonight. I 
simply want to throw that out at this 
point as a matter of advice. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, as I 
understand, another commitment has 
been made for tomorrow on the so-called 
antitrust bill. That absorbs the time and 
the only chance to pass this bill before 
the recess is tonight. I hope we can stay 
here. I think we should. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 
Senator for yielding. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. CULVER. Reserving the right to 
object. I do not intend to object, but I 
do want to advise the membership that 
there is some possibility, I understand, 
that there will be an amendment offered 
by Mr. TAFT of Ohio to one section of this 
legislation. Unless and until the Taft 
amendment is tabled, I cannot agree to 
completing action on this bill tonight. 

The Senate has acted on the B-1. This 
amendment, in my judgment, raises far 
too many issues and questions to be voted 
on, up or down, at any tim~ certain. 

Several Senators with direct interest 
in this matter are now absent and will 
be this evening and tomorrow. In fair
ness to them and, more importantly, in 
fairness to the country, in my judgment, 
if this matter is to be discussed at all, it 
should be fully discussed and if a tabling 
motion that will be offered does not pre
vail, I shall have to take appropriate 
steps to protect the rights of those who 
are interested in this subject. 

I did want to advise the membership 
of that fact. 

Mr. STENNIS. If I may respond, Mr. 
President, the Senator has made his po
sition quite clear. I cannot complain, 
really, with his position. I am just ask
ing now to let us try to finish this to
night and see what develops. I do not 
want him to curtail his presentation of 
his views or anything like that beyond 
what he thinks he ought to. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, reserving the 
right to object--

Mr. ALLEN. Will the Senator yield for 
a moment? 

Mr. CULVER. If I have the floor. 
Mr. ALLEN. Is the Senator suggesting 

the possibility of a filibuster on this 
measure? [Laughter.] 

Mr. CULVER. I think this Senator 
would not be so presumptuous as to sug
gest that. I did try to allude in a rather 
suggestive manner that I felt the enor
mity and importance of this subject mat
ter-as I have heard the distinguished 
Senator from Alabama explain to us on 
previous occasions-is of such funda
mental importance to the life of this 
Republic that we should not act in haste 
and repent at leisure. 

Mr. ALLEN. I agree with the Senator. 
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, reserving 

the right to object. I have no intention 
of debating the amendment on this res
ervation, but I merely want to say that 
I share with the distinguished Senator 
from Iowa the feeling that this matter is 
of enormous importance. 
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I recognize that there are a number of 

Members who are abroad, still, on offi
cial business. I have been quite amenable 
to setting definite times and definite lim
itations, trying to work in some way that 
they can v.ote on the measure. 

I want to point out that this measure 
of enormous importance was not of such 
enormous importance that it was not 
brought up last Thursday, when 18 Sen
ators were already out of town, without 
any prior notice that it was going to 
come up and have a vote on it at that 
time. That did occur, and it seems to me 
that the decision is too great a one to act 
\\ ith that number of Members out of 
to·wn. I regret that it did occur. I feel my 
amendment is necessary to be discussed 
in the national interest. 

Mr. CULVER. Reserving the right to 
object. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Ml'. President, 
could we get back to the Senator from 
Massachusetts? We can debate this later. 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. President, do I still 
have the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. 
Mr. CULVER. Reserving the right to 

object. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I yield to the Senator 

from Iowa. 
Mr. CULVER. I thank the Senator for 

yielding. 
I advise the Senator from Ohio that, 

on Thursday last, when this subject was 
presented and this question was pre
sented, there was an indication of voting 
on Thursday or Friday last week on the 
B-1 bomber. It was agreed that if a vote 
could not occur on those days, it would 
be inappropriate, given the importance 
of this issue, to discuss it this week be
cause of the large number of absentees. 
Now, Thursday is a pretty healthy work
day, normally, around here. That was last 
week and there was plenty of notice to 
the Senate, plenty of notice, that this 
procurement bill was the pending busi
ness before Congress and before this 
body. 

This week, there was equal notice to 
the Senate that there would be an un
usually large number of absentees on 
official business. We met last Thw·sday. 
We had considerable discussion. The 
Senator from South Dakota <Mr. Mc
GOVERN) and I had both given notice of 
B-1 bomber amendments in a timely 
fashion. It was the general understand
ing of the floor manager of this bill, the 
Democratic leadership, and the Republi
can leadership on that occasion that 
these c-onstituted the two B-1 amend
ments before the Senate. 

Now, after considerable discussion 
about that a suggestion was made by the 
Senator's side, certainly every bit as 
much as our side, and after full and ap
propriate consultation with the Sena
tor's ranking membership, the Senator's 
ranking Members who were here, Sena
tor GoLDWATER of Arizona who has taken 
a lead as a proponent of the B-1 bomber 
and who was intimately involved in those 
consultations. 

We reviewed the absentee list on the 
Democratic side. Similar action was 
taken on the Republican side, and after 
a half hour of di cussion they came for-

ward and said: "We agree that we shall 
vote today on these two amendments and 
in the following order." 

And that agreement was reached. 
Now, it seems to me that, having dis

posed of that issue, if we set the institu
tional precedent in this body that follow
ing that kind of elaborate negotiation 
and discussion with the leadership and 
principal Members involved, and present 
and voting on a matter on a regular work 
day, and we set a time certain on debate 
on those amendments and for a vote, 
that we certainly, none of us, can risk 
ever agreeing at some future date to a 
time certain to vote on amendments in 
this way because we can never be as
sured that following the fully expressed 
will of the Senate, after considerable and 
protracted debate, that at some sub
sequent date one of the losing Senators, 
who does not happen to be present, can 
come forward--

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. CULVER. And then say "I want to 
open this whole issue up and consider 
this substantive section of the legisla
tion." 

How can we ever get a time agree
ment? 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield for a question? 

Mr. CULVER. Yes. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I think 

I have the floor for an amendment. I 
would be glad to yield. I think, in fair
ness to the Senator from Ohio, he ought 
to have an opportunity to respond. I 
would like to get my amendment before 
the Senate, so I would be glad to yield 
to the Senator from Ohio and, hopefully, 
we can wind this up. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, what is the 
pending matter before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
STONE). The pending amendment is that 
of the Senator from Massachusetts, and 
the Senator from Massachusetts has the 
fioor: 

There is also pending a unanimous
consent request. 

Mr. TAFT. That was my impression. I 
understood there was a reservation on 
the unanimous-consent request that we 
were debating at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the 
second part of the unanimous-consent 
request. 

Mr. TAFT. I reserved the right to ob
ject. 

Mr. President, as I said, I do not in
tend to debate t.hh. matter at this point. 
It seems to me the Senat.or from Iowa 
has taken a position procedurally which 
ought to be corrected, however. 

The Senator from Iowa seems to feel 
that if the ranking Member of the com
mittee on which he serves, the ranking 
Member of the committee who has han
dled the business coming before the Sen
ate, decides he wants to make an agree
ment as to a particular amendment, that 
that binds some individual Member of 
the Senate. It certainly is not true as 
to this Senator, and I am sure the Sen
ator from Iowa would find that a rather 
hard rule to live by, and I do not think 
he means to claim that. 

I would like to make this point: There 

were two major measures of legislation 
that had been announced to come up on 
Thursday last. There was a bill that was 
up, and there was no indication that 
there were going to be rollcall votes on 
this particular item. I had a longstand
ing commitment to review a weapons 
system in my home State, and I agreed to 
be there, and I found it desirable to do 
it that way. 

I was not notified in any way that the 
amendment was going to come up or that 
there would be any votes on that day, 
any more than the Members-a lot less 
than Members who are absent today
had known that this measure was going 
to come onto the fioor today. They are 
on official business, I admit. I am not be
ing critical of them for not being here 
in any sense of the word, but I think 
every Senator regards as pretty precious 
the right to use any legislative rights he 
has, and he does not give those away to 
any other Senator. 

The implication seems to be that I am 
in the wrong in this matter because I 
was represented by somebody who was 
not authorized to represent me on either 
side of the aisle as to what was agreed 
or was not agreed. 

It was said at an earlier time that even 
if there was not any earlier agreement 
not to bring up an amendment on the 
B-1-I know of no limitation of that 
kind and I know no other Member who 
feels there is a limitation of that kind. 
So I feel I am well within my rights to 
bring up the amendment at this time. 
It raises a different issue that was not 
involved in the question of the B-1 when 
it came up, and I believe it is a very 
important issue that ought to be taken 
up as it relates to the posture and the 
knowledge of the President and those 
advising him which they have or do not 
have when they go into the SALT negoti
ations. 

I cannot think of anything more vital 
to a successful SALT negotiation than to 
have a man who is doing the negotiating 
know what weapons systems he has got. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Massachusetts is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1698 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this is 
an amendment which I have talked over 
with the ranking member of the commit
tee. It deals with one of the truly out
standing health centers in the world, and 
that is the Armed Forces Institute of 
Pathology. This amendment has been 
worked out with the chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
Senator from Massachusetts will sus
pend momentarily, the Chair would like 
to conclude the question of the unani
mous-consent request as to whether 
there will or will not be a vote between 
6 and 7 :30. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. That order 
was agreed to, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
second part as to whether all yea o1· 
nay votes ordered dwing that period of 
time will commence at 7:30. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. And occur se
quentially back to back. 

'The PRESIDING OFFICER. Correct. 



May 26, 1976 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 15661 
Is there objection? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR 10-MINUTE VOTES 
Mr. GRIFFIN. May I suggest, Mr. 

President, that the votes after the first 
one, if there are a series, be 10-minute 
votes? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Will the Sen
ator make that request? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I so make that request. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

The Senator from Massachusetts is 
recognized. 

AMENDMENT TO AMENDMENT NO. 1698 
Mr. KENNEDY. I would like to send 

to the desk an amendment to amend
ment 1698, and request its immediate 
consideration. 

The amendment is germane. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will state the amendment. 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

read as follows: 
The Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. 

KENNEDY) proposes an amendment to his 
amendment No. 1698. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill insert 

a new section as follows: 
SEC. . (a) (1) The Congress hereby finds 

and declares that---
(A) the Armed Forces Institute of Pathol

ogy is an internationally famous and highly 
respected medical establishment which of
!ers unique pathologic support to national 
and international medicine; 

(B) the Institute contains the nation's 
most comprehensive collection of pathologic 
specimens for study, and a staff of pres
tigious pathologists engaged in consultation, 
education, and research; 

(C) the activities of the Institute are of 
unique and vital importance in support of 
the health care of the Armed Services of 
the United States; 

(D) the activities of the Institute are also 
of unique and vital importance in support 
of the civilian health care system of the 
United States; 

(E) the Institute provides an important 
focus for the exchange of information be
tween civilian and military medicine, to the 
benefit of both; and 

(F) it is important to the health of the 
American people and of its A1·med Services 
that the Institute continue its activities in 
serving both the military and civilian sectors 
In education, consultation, and research In 
the medical, dental, and veterinary sciences. 

(2) The Congress further finds and de
clares that beneficial cooperative efforts be
tween private individuals, professional so
cieties, and other entities on the one 
hand and the Armed Forces Institute of 
Pathology on the other can be carried out 
most effectively through the establishment 
of a private corporation. 

(b) Chapter 7 of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end there
of the following new sections: 
"§ 176. Armed Forces Institute of Pathology 

"(a) (1) There is established in the De
partment of Defense an institute to be 
known as the Armed Forces Institute of 
Pathology (referred to in this section as the 
Institute), with the responsibilities, func
tions, authority, and relationships set forth 
in this section. The Institute shall be a joint 
entity of the three military departments, 
subject to the authority, direction, and con
trol of the Secretary of Defense. 

"(2) The Institute shall consist of a Board 
of Governors, a Director, two Deputy Direc-

tors, and a staff of such professional, tech
nical, and clerical personnel as may be re
quired. 

"(3) The Board of Governors shall consist 
of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Health Affairs who shall serve as chairman 
of the Board of Governors, the Assistant 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
for Health, the Surgeons General of the 
Army, the Navy, and the Air Force, the Chief 
Medical Director of the Veterans' Adminis
tration, and a former Director of the Armed 
Forces Institute of Pathology, as designated 
by the Secretary of Defense, or the designee 
of any of the foregoing. 

"(b) (1) In carrying out the provisions of 
this section, the Institute is authorized to-

.. (A) contract with the American Registry 
of Pathology (established under section 177) 
for cooperation enterprises in medical re
search, consultation, and education between 
the Institute and the civilian medical pro
fession under such conditions as may be 
agreed upon between the Board of Governors 
and the American Registry of Pathology; 

"(B) make available at no cost to the 
American Registry of Pathology such space, 
facilities, and equipment within the In
stitute as the Board of Governors deems nec
essary for the accomplishment of their mu
tual cooperative enterprises; and 

" (C) contract with the American Registry 
of Pathology for the services of such profes
sional, technical, or clerical personnel as are 
necessary to fulfill their cooperative enter
prises. 

"(2} No contract may be entered into un
der paragraph (1) of this subsection which 
obligates the Institute to make outlays in 
advance of the enactment of budget author
ity therefor. 

"(c) The Director is authorized, with the 
approval of the Board of Governors, to enter 
into agreements with the American Registry 
of Pathology for the services at any time of 
not more than six distinguished pathologists 
or scientists of demonstrated ability and ex
perience for the purpose of enhancing the 
activities of the Institute 1n education, con
sultation, and research. Such pathologists or 
scientists may be appointed by the Director 
to administrative positions within the com
ponents or subcomponents of the Institute 
and may be authorized by the Director to 
exercise any or all professional duties within 
the Institute, notwithstanding any other 
provision of law. 

"(d) The Secretary of Defense shall pro
mulgate such regulations as may be neces
sary to prescribe the organization, func
tions, and responslbllities of the Institute. 
"§ 177. American Registry of Pathology 

"(a) (1) There is authorized to be estab
lished a nonprofit corporation to be known 
as the American Registry of Pathology which 
shall not for any purpose be an agency or 
establishment of the United States Govern
ment. The American Registry of Pathology 
shall be subject to the provisions of this 
section and, to the extent consistent with 
this section, to the District of Columbia 
Nonprofit Corporation Act. 

"(2) The American Registry of Pathology 
shall have a Board of Members consisting of 
26 individuals who are representatives of 
those professional societies and organiza
tions which sponsor Individual registries of 
pathology at the Armed Forces Institute of 
Pathology, of whom one shall be elected 
annually by the Board of Members to serve 
as chairman. Each such sponsor shall ap
point one member to the Board of Members 
for a term of four years. 

" ( 3) The American Registry of Pathology 
shall have a Director and such other officers 
as may be named and appointed by the 
Board of Members who shall be compensated 
at rates fixed by the Board and serve at the 
pleasure of the Board. The Director of the 
American Registry of Pathology shall be ap-

pointed by the Board of Members with the 
concurrence of the Director of the Armed 
Forces Institute of Pathology. 

"(4) The members of the initial Board of 
Members shall serve as incorporators and 
shall take whatever actions are necessary t o 
establish under the District of Columbia 
Nonprofit Corporation Act the corporation 
authorized by subsection (a). 

" ( 5) The term of office of each member of 
the Board of Members shall be four years; 
except that (A) any member appointed to 
fill a v-acancy occurring prior to the expira
tion of the term for which his predecessor 
was appointed shall be appointed for the 
remainder of such term; (B) the terms of 
office of members first taking office shall 
begin on the date of incorporation and shall 
expire, as designated at the time of their 
appointment, nine at the end of one year, 
eight at the end of two years, and eight at 
the end of four years; and (C) a member 
whose term has expired may serve until his 
successor has qualified. No member shall be 
eligible to serve in excess of two consecu
tive terms of four years each. 

"(6) Any vacancy in the Board shall not 
affect its power, but such vacancy shall be 
filled in the manner in which the original 
appointment was made. 

"(b) In order to carry out the purposes of 
this section, the American Registry of Path
ology is authorized to--

"(1) enter into contracts with the Armed 
Forces Institute of Pathology for the pro
vision of such services and personnel as may 
be necessary to cany out their common pur
poses; 

"(2) enter into contracts with public and 
private organizations for the writing, edit 
Ing, and publishing of fascicles of tumor 
pathology, atlases, and other material· 

"(3) accept gifts and grants fro~ and 
enter into contracts with individuals, pri
vate foundations, professional societies in
st~~utions, and governmental agencies; ' 

(4) enter into agreements with profes
sional societies for the establishment nad 
maintenance of Registries of Pathology· and 

"(5) serve as a focus for the interchange 
between military and civilian pathology and 
encourage the participation of medical, den
tal, and veterinary sciences in pathology for 
the mutual benefit of military and civilian 
medicine. 

" (c) In the performance of the ftmctions 
set forth in subsection (b) , the American 
Registry of Pathology is authorized to-

"(1) enter into such other contracts, 
leases, cooperative agreements, or other 
transactions as the Board of Members deems 
appropriate to conduct the activities of the 
American Registry of Pathology; and 

"(2) charge such fees for professional serv
ices as the Board of Members deems reason
able and appropriate. 

" (d) The American Registry of Pathology 
may transmit to the Director and the Board 
of Governors of the Armed Forces Institute 
of Pathology and to the sponsors referred 
to in subsection (a) (2) annually, and at 
such other times as it deems desirable, a 
comprehensive and detailed report of its op
erations, activities, and accomplishments." 

(c) The table of sections at the beginning 
of chapter 7 of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: 
"176. Armed Forces Institute of Pathology; 

American Registry of Pathology. 
"177. American Registry of Pathology.". 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Armed Forces In
stitute of Pathology, in the Department 
of Defense, is one of the Nation's most 
prestigious medical facilities. It is a 
unique national and international re
source, containing the most comprehen
sive collection of pathologic specimens 
and the most prestigious groups of pa-
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thologists in the whole world. It serves 
as the ultimate reference center for the 
pathologic diagnosis of disease. 

The Institute of Pathology is extremely 
important to both civilian as well as 
military medicine. In the military sector, 
it is the central pathology laboratory for 
the armed services, and occupies an im
portant position in the health care and 
advanced medical education within the 
armed services. In the civilian sector, it 
provides the same important consulta
tion services for civilian doctors. Twenty
six of the country's leading medical, 
dental, and veterinary professional so
cieties sponsor special collections of 
unique cases in each of their specialty 
areas. Finally, both military and civilian 
medicine benefit from their close inter
action at the Institute of Pathology. 

Recently, the Surgeon General of the 
Army has determined that there exists 
at the Institute a number of legal prob
lems connected with the cooperative 
arrangements between the Institute and 
the civilian sector. The changes insti
tuted by the Surgeon General to correct 
these problems have appeared to pose 
significant threats to continuation of the 
important role of the Armed Forces In
stitute of Pathology in support of civilian 
medicine. These activities are far too im
portant to the health of the American 
people to be stopped, and it makes sense 
from every point of view to maintain 
them within the Department of Defense. 

The purpose of this amendment is to 
recognize the important contributions of 
the Armed Forces Institute of Pathology 
to American medicine by granting it a 
legislative charter, and tv assist the De
partment of Defense in solving the cur
rent problems of the AFIP's cooperative 
arrangements with civilian medicine by 
legislating appropriate remedies. r. 

The amendment is essentially a simple 
one, and does two things. First, it estab
lishes the Armed Forces Institute of 
Pathology by legislation. Second, it 
solves the legal and managerial problems 
which the Surgeon General poLl'lted out, 
by establishing a separate entity, the 
American Registry of Pathology as an 
independent corporation to permit it to 
serve as the fiscal intermediary by which 
professional societies, universities, and 
private nonprofit groups such as the 
American Cancer Society may sponsor 
personnel and activities at the institute 
in furtherance of its efforts in the medi
cal sciences. 

I have sent to the desk an amendment 
to amendment 1698, and requested its 
immediate consideration. This new lan
guage reflects technical changes sug
gested by the administration. 

We have worked closely, in adjusting 
the language of this amendment, with 
Senator STENNIS and his staff, and with 
appropriate authorities in the Pentagon. 
Both the Secretary of the Army and the 
Secretary of Defense approve of this 
amendment, and feel that it will solve 
their legal and technical problems. We 
hope and expect that this amendment 
will be acceptable to the House in con
ference. 

This amendment is noncontroversial, 
and helps to preserve a unique and im-

portant national medical resource of 
which we can all be justifiably proud. 

Mr. President, as I said, this has been 
worked out with the Armed Forces In
stitute of Pathology, the Department of 
Defense, the Surgeon General, and also 
with the members of the Armed Services 
Committee, and I believe the chairman 
is prepared to recommend it. 

I want to thank him for his coopera
tion in this area and in the matter. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we 
have order? VVe just cannot hear the 
Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate is not in order. 

:Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I be
lieve it is acceptable to the chairman of 
the committee, and I want to express my 
appreciation for his cooperation and sup
port for it. 

This amendment will continue to pre
serve the Armed Forces Institute of 
Pathology to be the center of excellence 
in the area of pathology which is recog
nized not only in the United States but 
generally throughout the world. It is a 
unique asset for our country and fo:.· the 
world. 

It has provided extraordinary benefits 
to the members of the Armed Forces and 
has been a real measuring stick 1n the 
area of pathology for private institutions 
and other public institutions all over this 
country and the world. 

It is important that it be preserved, and 
this amendment has that as its purpose. 

I again want to thank the chairman of 
the committee for working out this 
amendment with us, and I am prepared 
to move to a vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi is recognized. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I shall 
use just 1 minute. I think the Senator 
from Massachusetts has presented a very 
fine amendment here concerning one of 
the great institutions we have, the Armed 
Forces Institute of Pathology, which 
originated over 100 years ago in Walter 
Reed Hospital, and has been doing out
standing work. I commend him for it, 
and I commend his sta:fl' and our com
mittee sta:fl', too, who have worked on 
this matter. The Army was called in on 
it, and they have gone along with it, and 
I can highly recommend the passage of 
it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the perfecting 
amendment to amendment No. 1698, of 
the Senator from Massachusetts. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the amendment, as 
amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

NATIONAL HEALTH PROMOTION 
AND DISEASE PREVENTION ACT 
OF 1976 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
the Chair to lay before the Senate ames
sage from the House of Representatives 
on S. 1466. 

The legislative clerk laid before the 
Senate the amendments of the House of 

Representatives to the bill (S. 1466) to 
amend the Public Health Service Act to 
extend and revise the program of assist
ance for the control and prevention of 
communicable diseases, and to provide 
for the establislunent of the Office of 
Consumer Health Education and Promo
tion and the Center for Health Education 
and Promotion to advance the national 
health, to reduce preventable illness, dis
ability, and death; to moderate self-im
posed risks; to promote progress and 
scholarship in consumer health educa
tion and promotion and school health 
education; and for other purposes. 

(The amendments of the House are 
Printed in the RECORD of April 7, 1976, 
beginning at page 9821.) 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk, which is in 
the nature of a substitute for the House 
amendments to S. 1466, and I move that 
the Senate concur in the amendments of 
the House with an amendment in the na
ture of a substitute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator move to concur in the House 
amendments as amended by this amend
ment in the nature of a substitute? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I so 
move. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Massachusetts to concur in 
the House amendments as amended by 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Massachusetts in the nature of a sub
stitute, which the clerk will state. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN

NEDY) proposes an amendment in the nature 
of a substitute. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute is as follows: 

In the Senate of the United States, 
Resolv ed, That the Senate agree to the 

amendments of the House of Representatives 
to the bUl (S. 1466) entitled "An Act to 
amend the Public Health Service Act to ex
tend and revise the program of assistance for 
the control and prevention of communicable 
diseases, and to provide for the establish
ment of the Office of Consumer Health Edu
cation and Promotion and the Center for 
Health Education and Promotion to advance 
the national health, to reduce preventable 
illness, disability, and death; to moderate 
self-imposed risks; to promote progress and 
scholarship in consumer health education 
and promotion and school health education; 
and for other purposes", with the following 
SENATE AMENDMENT TO HOUSE AMENDMENTS 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be In
serted by the House engrossed amendmen t 
to the text of the bill, insert: 

TITLE I-HEALTH INFORMATION AND 
HEALTH PROMOTION 

SHORT TITLE 

SEc. 101. This title may be cited as the 
"National Consumer Health Information and 
Health Promotion Act of 1976". 
AMENDMENT TO PUBLIC HEALTH SERVZCE ACT 

SEC. 102. The Public Health Service Act 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new title: 

"TITLE XVll-HEAL'IH INFORMATION 
AND HEALTH PROMOTION 

"GENERAL AUTHORITY 

"SEC. 1701. (a) The Secretary shall-
"(1) formulate national goals, and a strat

egy to achieve such goals, with respect to 
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health information and health promotion, 
preventive health services, and education in 
the appropriate use of health care; 

"(2) analyze the necessary and available 
resources for implementing the goals and 
strategy formulated pursuant to paragraph 
(1), and recommend appropriate educational 
and quality assurance policies for the needed 
manpower resources identified by such 
analysis; 

"(3) undertake and support necessary ac
tivities and programs to--

"(A) incorporate appropriate health edu
cation components into our society, especially 
into all aspects of education and health care, 

"{B) increase the application and use of 
health knowledge, skills, and practices by 
the general population in its patterns of 
daily living, and 

"(C) establish systematic processes for the 
exploration, development, demonstration, 
and evalaution of innovative health promo
tion concepts; 

" ( 4) undertake and support research and 
demonstrations respecting health informa
tion and health promotion, preventive health 
services, and education in the appropriate 
use of health care; 

"(5) undertake and support appropriate 
training in, and undertake and support ap
propriate training in the operation of pro
grams concerned with, health information 
and health promotion. preventive health 
services, and education in the appropriate 
use of health care; 

"(6) undertake and support, throu~h im
proved planning and implementatiOn of 
tested models and evaluation of results, ef
fective and efficient programs respecting 
health information and health promotion, 
preventive health services, and education in 
the appropriate use of health care; 

"(7) foster the exchange of information 
respecting, and foster cooperation in the 
conduct of, research, demonstration, and 
training programs respecting health infor
mation and health promotion, preventive 
health services, and education in the appro
priate use of health care; 

"(8) provide technical assistance in the 
programs referred to in paragraph (7); and 

"(9) use such other authorities for pro
grams respecting health information and 
health promotion, preventive health services, 
and education in the appropriate use of 
health care as are available and coordinate 
such use with programs conducted under this 
title. 
The Secretary shall administer this title in a. 
manner consistent with the national health 
priorities set forth in section 1502 and with 
health planning and resource development 
activities undertaken under titles XV and 
XVI. 

"(b) For payments under grants and con
tracts under this title there are authorized 
to be appropriated $7,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1977, $10,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1978, 
and $14,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1979. 

"(c) No grant may be made or contract 
entered into under this title unless an appli
cation therefor has been submitted to and 
approved by the Secretary. Such an applica
tion shall be submitted in such form and 
manner and contain such information as the 
Secretary may prescribe. Contracts may be 
entered into under this title without regard 
to sections 3648 and 3709 of the Revised Stat
utes (31 u.s.c. 529; 41 U.S.C. 5). 

"RESEARCH PROGRAMS 

"SEC. 1702. (a) The Secretary is authorized 
to conduct and support by grant or contract 
(and encourage others to support) research 
in health information and health promotion, 
preventive health services, and education in 
the appropriate use of health care. Applica
tions for grants and contracts under this 

section shall be subject to appropriate peer 
review. The Secretary shall also--

"(1) provide consultation and technical 
assistance to persons who need help in pre
paring research proposals or in actually con
ducting research; 

"(2) determine the best methods of dis
seminating information concerning personal 
health behavior, preventive health services 
and the appropriate use of health care and 
of affecting behavior so that such informa
tion is applied to maintain and improve 
health, and prevent disease, reduce its risk, 
or modify its course or severity; 

"(3) determine and study environmental, 
occupational, social, and behavioral factors 
which affect and determine health and as
certain those programs and areas for which 
educational and preventive measures could 
be implemented to improve health as it is 
affected by such factors; 

"(4) develop (A) methods by which the 
cost and effectiveness of activities respecting 
health information and health promotion, 
preventive health services, and education in 
the appropriate use of health care, can be 
measured, including methods for evaluating 
the effectiveness of various settings for such 
activities and the various types of persons 
engaged in such activities, (B) methods for 
reimbursement or payment for such activi
ties, and (C) models and standards for the 
conduct of such activities, including models 
and standards for the education, by provid
ers of institutional health services, of indi
viduals receiving such services respecting the 
nature of the institutional health services 
provided the individuals and the symptoms, 
signs, or diagnoses which led to provision of 
such services; 

"(5) develop a method for assessing the 
cost and effectiveness of specific medical 
services and procedures under various con
ditions of use, including the assessment of 
the sensitivity and specificity of screening 
and diagnostic procedures; and 

"(6) enumerate and assess, using methods 
developed under paragraph (5), preventive 
health measures and services with respect to 
their cost and effectiveness under various 
conditions of use. 

" (b) The Secretary shall make a periodic 
survey of the needs, interest, attitudes, 
knowledge, and behavior of the American 
public regarding health and health care. The 
Secretary shall take into consideration the 
findings of such surveys and the findings of 
similar surveys conducted by national and 
community health education organizations, 
and other organizations and agencies for 
formulating policy respecting health infor
mation and health promotion, preventive 
health services, and education in the appro
priate use of health care. 

"COMMUNITY PROGRAMS 

"SEc. 1703. (a) The Secretary is authorized 
to conduct and support by grant or contract 
(and encourage others to support) new and 
innovative programs in health information 
and health promotion, preventive health 
services, and education in the appropriate 
use of health care, and may speci.fically-

"(1) support demonstration and training 
programs in such matters which programs 
(A) are in hospitals, ambulatory care set
tings, home care settings, schools, day care 
programs for children, and other appropriate 
settings representative of broad cross sec
tions of the population, and include public 
education activities of voluntary health 
agencies, professional medical societies, and 
other private nonprofit health organiza
tions, (B) focus on objectives that are meas
urable, and (C) emphasize the prevention 
or moderation of illness or accidents that 
appear controllable through individual 
knowledge and behavior; 

"t2) provide consultation and technical 
assistance to organizations that request help 

in planning, operating, or evaluating pro
grams in such matters; 

"(3) develop health information and 
health promotion materials and teaching 
programs including (A) model curriculums 
for the training of educational and health 
professionals and paraprofessionals in health 
education by medical, dental, and nursing 
schools, schools of public health, and other 
institutions engaged in training of educa
tional or health professionals, (B) model 
curriculums to be used in elementary and 
secondary schools and institutions of higher 
learning, (C) materials and programs for 
the continuing education of health profes
sionals and paraprofessionals in the health 
education of their patients, (D) materials 
for public service use by the printed and 
broadcast media, and (E) materials and pro
grams to assist providers of health care in 
providing health education to their patients; 
and 

" ( 4) support demonstration and evalua
tion progi·ams for individual and group self
help programs designed to assist the par
ticipant in using his individual capacities 
to deal with health problems, including pro
grams concerned with obesity, hypertension, 
and diabetes. 

"(b) The Secretary is authorized to make 
grants to States and other public and non
profit private entities to assist them in meet
ing the costs of demonstrating and evaluat
ing programs which provide information re
specting the costs and quality of health care 
or information respecting health insurance 
policies and prepaid health plans, or infor
mation respecting both. After the develop
ment of models pursuant to sections 1704(4) 
and 1704(5) for such information, no grant 
may be made under this subsection for a 
program unless the information to be pro
vided under the program is provided in ac
COl'dance with one of such models applicable 
to the information. 

"(c) The Secreta1·y is authorized to sup
port by grant or contract (and to encourage 
others to support) private nonprofit entities 
working in health information and health 
promotion, preventive health services, and 
education in the appropriate use of health 
care. The amount of any grant or contract 
for a fiscal year beginning after September 
30, 1978, for an entity may not exceed 25 
per centum of the expenses of the entity 
for such fiscal year for health information 
and health promotion, preventive health 
services, and education in the appropriate 
use of health care. 

"INFORMATION PROGRAMS 

"SEc. 1704. The Secretary is authorized to 
conduct and support by grant or contract 
(and encourage others to support) such ac
tivities as may be required to mak~ informa
tion respecting health information and 
health promotion, preventive health serv
ices, and education in the appropriate use 
of health care available to the consumers of 
medical care, providers of such care, schools, 
and others who are or should be informed 
respecting such matters. Such activities may 
include at least the following: 

"(1) The publication of information, 
pamphlets, and other reports which are spe
cially suited to interest and instruct the 
health consumer, which information, pam
phlets, and other reports shall be updated 
annually, shall pertain to the individual's 
ability to improve and safeguard his own 
health; shall include material, accompanied 
by suitable illustrations, on child care, fam
ily life and human development, disease pre
vention (particularly prevention of pulmo
nary disease, cardiovascular disease, and 
cancer), physical fitness, dental health, en
vironmental health, nutrition, safety and 
accident prevention, drug abuse and alcohol
ism, mental health, management of chronic 
diseases (including diabetes and arthritis), 
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and venereal diseases; and sha.ll be designed 
to reach populations of dlfferent languages 
and or d.tlierent social and economic back
grounds. 

" (2) Securing the cooperation of the com
munications media, providers of health care, 
schools, and others in activities designed 
to promote and encourage the use of health 
maintaining information and behavior. 

"(3) The study of health information and 
promotion in advertising and the making 
to concerned Federal agencies and others 
such recommendations respecting such ad
vertising as are appropriate. 

" ( 4) The development of models and 
standards .for the publication by States, in
surance carriers, prepaid health plans, and 
others (except individual health practition
ers) of information for use by the public re
specting the cost and quality of health care, 
including information to enable the public 
to make comparisons of the cost and quality 
of health care. 

"(5) Th~ development of models and 
standards for the publication by States, in
surance carriers, prepaid health plans, and 
others of information for use by the public 
respecting health insurance policies and pre
paid health plans, including information on 
the benefits provided by the various types 
of such policies and plans, the premium 
charges for such policies and plans, exclu
sions from coverage or eligibility for cover
age, cost sharing requirements, and the ratio 
of the amounts paid as benefits to the 
amounts received as premiums and informa
tion to enable the public to make relevant 
comparisons of the costs and benefits of 
such policies and plans. 

"(6) Assess, with respect to the effective
ness, safety, cost, and required training for 
and conditions of use, of new aspects of 
health care, and new activities, programs, 
and services designed to improve human 
health and publish in readily understanda
ble language for public and professional use 
such assessments and, in the case of con
troversial aspects of health care, activities, 
programs, or services, publish differing views 
or opinions respecting the effectiveness, 
safety, cost, and required training for and 
conditions of use, of such aspects of health 
care, activities, programs, or services. 

"REPORT AND STUDY 

"SEC. 1705. (a) The Secretary shall, not 
later than two years after the date of the 
enactment of this title and annually there
after, submit to the President for trans
mittal to Congress a report on the status of 
health information and health promotion, 
preventive health services, and education 
in the appropriate use of health care. Each 
such report shall include-

"(1) a statement of the activities carried 
out under this title since the last report and 
the extent to which each such activity 
achieves the purposes of this title; 

"(2) an assessment of the manpower re
sources needed to carry out programs relat
ing to health information and health promo
tion, preventive health services, and edu
cation in the appropriate use of health care, 
and a statement describing the activities 
currently being carried out under this title 
designed to prepare teachers and other man
power for such programs; 

"(3) the goals and strategy fmmulated 
pm·suant to section 1701(a) (1), the models 
and standards developed under this title, and 
the results of the study required by sub
section (b) of this section; and 

"(4) such recommendations as the Secre
tary considers appropriate for legislation re
specting health information and health pro
motion, preventive health services, and edu
cation in the appropriate use of health care, 
including recommendations for revisions to 
and extension of this title. 

"(b) The Secretary shall conduct a study 
of health education services and preventive 
health services to determine the coverage of 
such services under public and private health 
insurance programs, including the extent 
and nature of such coverage and the cost 
sharing req,uirements required by such pro
grams for coverage of such services. 

"OFFICE OF HEALTH INFORMATION AND 
HEALTH PROMOTION 

"SEC. 1706. The Secretary shall establish 
within the Office of the Assistant Secretary 
for Health an Office of Health Information 
and Health Promotion which shall-

( I) coordinate all activities within the 
Department which relate to health informa
tion and health promotion, preventive 
health services, and education in the appro
priate use of health care; 

(2) coordinate its activities with similar 
activities of organizations in the private sec
tor; and 

(3) establish a national information clear
inghouse to facilitate the exchange of in
formation concerning matters relating to 
health information and health promotion, 
preventive health services, and education in 
the appropriate use of health care, to facm
tate access to such information, and to as
sist in the analysis of issues and problems 
relating to such matters.". 

TITLE ll-DISEASE CONTROL 
SHORT TITLE 

SEc. 201. This title may be cited as the 
"Disease Control Amendments of 1976". 

AMENDMENTS TO SECTIONS 311 AND 317 

SEc. 202. (a) Effective with respect to 
grants under section 317 of the Public 
Health Service Act made from appropria
tions under such section for fiscal years be
ginning after June 30, 1975, section 317 of 
such Act is amended to read as follows: 

"DISEASE CONTROL PROGRAMS 

"SEc. 317. (a) The Secretary may make 
grants to States and, in consultation with 
State health authorities, to public entitles to 
assist them in meeting the costs of disease 
control programs. 

"(b) (1) No grant may be made under sub
section (a) unless an application therefor 
has been submitted to, and aproved by, the 
Secretary. Such application shall be in such 
form, be submitted in such manner, and con
tain such information as the Secretary shall 
by regulation prescribe and shall meet the 
requirements of paragraph (2). 

"(2) An application for a grant under sub
section (a) shall-

•• (A) set forth with particularity the ob
jectives (and their priorities, as determined 
in accordance with such regulations as the 
Secretary may prescribe) of the applicant for 
each of the disease control programs it pro
poses to conduct with assistance from a grant 
under subsection (a) ; 

"(B) contain assurances satisfactory to 
the Secretary that, in the year during which 
the grant applied for would be available, the 
applicant will conduct such programs as 
may be necessary (i) to develop an awareness 
in those persons in the area served by the 
applicant who are most susceptible to the 
diseases or conditions referred to in subsec
tion (f) of appropriate preventive behavior 
and measures (including immunizations) 
and diagnostic procedures for such diseases, 
and (ii) to facllitate their access to such 
measures and procedures; and 

"(C) provide for the reporting to the Sec
retary of such information as he may require 
concerning (1) the problems, in the area 
served by the applicant, which relate to any 
disease or condition referred to in subsection 
(f), and (li) the disease control programs 
of the applicant for which a grant is applied 
for. 

In considering such an application the Sec
retary shall take into account the relative 
extent, in the area served by the applicant, 
of the problems which relate to one or more 
of the diseases or conditions referred to in 
subsection (f) and the extent to which the 
applicant's programs are designed to elimi
nate or reduce such problems. The Secre
tary shall give special consideration to appli
cations for programs which (A) will increase 
to at least 80 per centum the immunization 
rates of any population identified as not hav
ing received, or as having failed to secure, 
the generally recognized disease immuniza
tions, and (B) to the fullest extent prac
ticable, wlll cooperate and use public and 
nonprofit private entitles and volunteers. 
The Secretary shall give priority to applica
tions submitted for disease control programs 
for communicable diseases. 

"(c) (1) Each grant under subsection (a) 
shall be made for disease control program 
costs in the one-year period beginning on 
the first day of the first month beglnnlng 
after the month in which the grant is made. 

"(2) Payments under grants under sub
section (a) may be made in advance on the 
basis of estimates or by way of reimburse
ment, with necessary adjustments on ac
count of underpayments or overpayments, 
and in such installments and on such terms 
and conditions as the Secretary finds neces
sary to carry out the purposes of this section. 

"(3) The Secretary, at the request of a. 
recipient of a grant under subsection (a), 
may reduce the amount of such grant by-

"(A) the fair market value of a.ny supplies 
(including vaccines and other prevention 
agents) or equipment furnished the grant 
recipient, and 

"(B) the amount of the pay, allowances, 
and travel expenses of any officer or employee 
of the Government when detailed to the re
cipient and the amount of any other costs 
incurred in connection with the detail of 
such officer or employee, 
when the furnishing of such supplies or 
equipment or the detail of such an officer or 
employee is for the convenience of and at 
the request of such recipient and for the 
purpose of carrying out a program with re
spect to which the recipient's grant under 
subsection (a) is made. The amount by which 
any such grant is so reduced shall be avail
able for payment by the Secretary of the 
costs incurred in furnishing the supplies or 
equipment, or in detalling the personnel, on 
which the reduction of such grant is based, 
and such amount shall be deemed as part of 
the grant and shall be deemed to have been 
paid to the recipient. 

"(d) (1) The Secretary may conduct, and 
may make grants to and enter in contracts 
with public and nonprofit private entities for 
the conduct of-

"(A) training for the administration and 
operation of disease prevention and control 
programs, and 

"(B) demonstrations and evaluations of 
such programs. 

"(2) No grant may be made or contract 
entered into under paragraph (1) unless an 
application therefor is submitted to and ap
proved by the Secretary. Such application 
shall be in such form, be submitted in sucll 
manner, and contain such information, a.s 
the Secretary shall by regulation prescribe. 

"(e) The Secretary shall coordinate ac
tivities under this section respecting disease 
control programs with activities under othf'r 
sections of this Act respecting such programs. 

"(f) For purposes of this section, the term 
'disease control program' means a program 
which is designed and conducted so as to 
cont1·1bute to national protection against 
diseases or conditions of national significance 
which are amenable to reduction, including 
tuberculosis, rubella, measles, poliomyelitis, 
diphtheria, tetanus, pertussis, mumps, and 
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other communicable diseases (other than 
venereal diseases), and arthritis, diabetes, 
diseases borne by rodents, hypertension, pul
monary diseases, cardiovascular diseases, and 
Rh disease. Such term also includes vaccina
tion programs, laboratory services, studies to 
determine the disease control needs of the 
States and the means of best meeting such 
needs, the provision of information and edu
cation services respecting disease control, and 
programs to encourage behavior which will 
prevent disease and encourage the use of 
preventive measures and diagnostic proce
dures. Such term also includes any program 
or project for rodent control for which a 
grant was made 1.mder section 314(e) for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975. 

"(g) (1) (A) For the purpose of grants 
under subsection (a) for disease control pro
grams to immunize children against lmmu
nizable diseases (including measles, rubella, 
poliomyelitis, diphtheria, pertussis, tetanus, 
and mumps), there are authorized to be ap
propriated $9,000,000 for fiscal year 1976, 
$17,500,000 for fiscal year 1977, and $23,000,-
000 for fiscal year 1978. 

"(B) For the purpose of grants under sub
section (a) for disease control programs for 
diseases borne by rodents there are au
thorized to be appropriated $13,500,000 for 
fiscal year 1976, $14,000,000 for fiscal year 
1977, and $14,500,000 for fiscal year 1978. 

.. (c) For the purpose of grants under sub
section (a) for disease control programs, 
other than programs for which appropria
tions are authorized under subparagraph 
(A) or (B), and for the purpose of grants 
and contracts under subsection (d), there 
are authorized to be appropriated $4,000,000 
for fiscal year 1976, $4,500,000 for fiscal year 
1977, and $5,000,000 for fiscal year 1978. 

"(D) Not to exceed 15 per centum of the 
amount appropriated for any fiscal year un
der any of the preceding subparagraphs of 
this paragraph may be used by the Secre
tary for grants and contracts for such fiscal 
year for programs for which appropriations 
are authorized under any one or more of the 
other subparagraphs of this paragraph if 
the Secretary determines that such use will 
better carry out the purpose of this section, 
and reports to the appropriate committees 
of Congress at least thirty days before mak
ing such use of such amount his determina
tion and the reasons therefor. 

"(2) Except as provided in section 318, 
no funds appropriated under any provision 
of this Act other than paragraph ( 1) of this 
subsection may be used to make grants in 
any fiscal year for disease control programs 
if (A) grants for such programs are author
ized by subsection (a), and (B) all the funds 
authorized to be appropriated under this 
subsection for that fiscal year have not been 
appropriated for that fiscal year and obli· 
gated in that fiscal year. 

"{h) TI1e Secretary shall submit to the 
President for submission to the Congress 
on January 1 of each year (1) a report (A) 
on the effectiveness of all Federal and other 
public and private activities in controlling 
the diseases and conditions referred to in 
subsection (f), (B) on the extent of the 
problems presented by such diseases, (C) on 
the effectiveness of the activities, assisted 
under grants and contracts under this sec
tion, in controlling such diseases, and (D) 
setting forth a plan for the coming year for 
the control of such diseases; and (2) a re
port (A) on the immune status of the popu
lation of the United States, and (B) identi
fy, by area. population group, and other 
categories, deficiencies in the immune status 
of such population. 

"(i) (1) Nothing in this section shall limit 
or otherwise restrict the use of funds which 
are granted to a State or to an agency or a 
political subdivision of a State under pro
visions of Federal law (other than this Act) 
and which are available for the conduct of 
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disease control programs from being used in 
connection with programs assisted through 
grants under subsection (a). 

"(2) Nothing in this section shall be con
strued to require any State or any agency 
or political subdivision of a State to have 
a disease control program which would re
quire any person, who objects to any treat
ment provided under such a program. to 
be treated or to have any child or ward 
treated under such a program.". 

(b) Section 311(c) of the Public Health 
Service Act is amended to read as follows: 

"(c) (1) The Secretary is authorized to 
develop (and may take such action as may 
be necessary to Implement) a plan under 
which personnel, equipment, medical sup
plies, and other resources of the Service and 
other agencies under the jurisdiction of the 
Secretary may be effectively used to control 
epidemics of any disease or condition re
ferred to in section 317 (f) and to meet other 
health emergencies or problems involVing 
or resulting from disasters or any such dis
ease. The Secretary may enter into agree
ments providing for the cooperative plan
ning between the Service and public and 
private community health programs and 
agencies to cope with health problems (in
cluding epidemics and health emergencies) 
resulting from disasters or any disease or 
condition referred to in section 317 (f). 

"(2) The Secretary may, at the request 
of the appropriate State or local authority, 
extend temporary (not In excess of forty-five 
days) assistance to States or localities in 
meeting health emergencies of such a nature 
as to warrant Federal assistance. The Secre
tary may require such reimbursement of the 
United States for assistance provided under 
this paragraph as he may determine to be 
reasonable under the circumstances. Any 
reimbursement so paid shall be credited to 
the applicable appropriation for the Service 
for the year in which such reimbursement 
is received.''. 

(c) Section 3ll(b) of such Act is amended 
by inserting at the end thereof the follow
ing new sentence: "The Secretary may 
charge only private entitles reasonable fees 
for the training of their personnel under the 
preceding sentence.". 
A~~TS RESPECT~G VENEREAL DISEASES 

SEc. 203. (a) The Congress finds and de
clares that--

(1) the number of reported cases of vener
eal disease continues In epidemic propor
tions in the United States; 

(2) the number of patients with venereal 
disease reported to public health authorities 
is only a fraction of those actually infected; 

(3) the incidence of venereal disease is 
particularly high ln the 15-29-year age 
group, and in metropolitan areas; 

(4) venereal disease accounts for needless 
deaths and leads to such severe disabilities 
as ster111ty, insanity, blindness, and crippling 
conditions; 

(5) the number of cases of congenital 
syphilis, a preventable disease, tends tv par
allel the incidence of syphills in adults; 

(6) it is conservatively estimated that the 
public costs of care for persons suffering the 
complications of venereal disease exceed $80,-
000,000 annually; 

(7) medical researchers have no success
ful vaccine for syphilis or gonorrhea, and 
have no blood test for the detection of gon
orrhea among the large reservoir of asympto
matic females: 

(8) school health education programs, 
public information and awareness cam
paigns, mass diagnostic screening and case 
followup activities have all been found to 
be effective disease intervention methodol
ogies; 

(9) knowledgeable health providers and 
concerned individuals and groups are fun
damental to venereal disease prevention and 
control; 

(10) biomedical research leading to the 
development of vaccines for syphilis and 
gonorrhea. is of singular importance for the 
eventual eradication of these dreaded dis
eases; and 

(11) a variety of other sexually transmit
ted diseases, in addition to syphills and gon
on·hea, have become of public health signifi
cance. 

(b) (1) Section 318(b) (2) of the Public 
Health Service Act is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(2) For the purpose of carrying out this 
subsection, there are authorized to be appro
priated $5,000,000 for fiscal year 1976, $6,600,-
000 for fiscal year 1977, and $7,600,000 for 
fiscal year 1978. 

(2) Subsection (d) (2) of such section is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(2) For the purpose of carrying out this 
section, there is authorized to be appro
priated $32,000,000 for fiscal year 1976, 
~41,500,000 for fiscal year 1977, and $43,500,
ooo for fiscal year 1978.". 

(c) Subsection (a) of such section i.s 
amended by striking out .. public authorities 
and ·• inserting in lieu thereof "public and 
nonprofit private entities and to". 

(d) Subsection (d) (1) (B) of such section 
is amended by inserting before the semicolon 
at the end the following: "and routine test
ing, including laboratory tests and followup 
systems". 

(e) Subsection (d) (1) (E) of such section 
is amended by striking out "control" and 
inserting 1n lieu thereof "prevention and 
control strategies and activities". 

(f) (1) Subsection (c) is repealed. 
(2) Subsection (c) (1) of such section is 

amended by striking out "or (d)" and in
serting in lieu thereof "or (c) ". 

(3) Subsection (e) (2) (C) of su.ch section 
is amended by striking out "(including dark
field microscope techniques for the diagnosis 
of both gonorrhea and syphilis)". 

(4) The last sentence of subsection (e) {4) 
of such section Is amended by strtk1ng out 
the semicolon and all that follows through 
"paid to such recipient". 

(5) The first sentence of subsection (e) 
( 5) of such section is amended by inserting 
before the period the following: "or as may 
be required by a law of a State or political 
subdivision of a State". 

(6) Subsection (g) of such section is 
amended by striking out ", (c), and (d) " 
and inserting In lieu thereof "and (c) ". 

(7) Subsection (h) of such section is 
amended by striking out "treated or to 
have any child or ward of his". 

(8) Subsections (d), (e), (!), (g), and 
(h) of such section are redesignated as sub
sections (c), (d), (e), (f), and (g), respec
tively. 

(g) Subsection (e) of such section (as so 
l'edesiganted) is amended by striking out 
"317(d)(4)" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"317(g) (2)". 

(h) Such section 1s amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sub
section: 

"(h) For purposes of this section and sec
tion 317, the term 'venereal disease' means 
gonorrhea, syphllis, or any other disease 
which can be sexually transmitted and which 
the Secretary determines 1s or may be 
amenable to control with assistance pro
vided under this section and is of national 
significance.". 

(i) Section 318(b) (1) is amended by 
inserting "education," before "and tra~n
ing". 
EXTENSION AND REVISION OF LEl'..D-B'SED PAINT 

POISO!'II'"ING PREVENTION ACT 

SEC. 204. (a) (1) Section lOl(c) of the 
Lead-Based Paint Poisoning Prevention Act 
(42 U.S.C. 480l(c)) is amended by inserting 
after and below paragraph ( 4) the follow
ing: 
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"Follow-up programs described in para
graph (3) shall include programs to elimi
nate lead-based paint hazards from surfaces 
in and around residential dwelling units 
or houses, including programs to provide 
for such purpose financial assistance to the 
owners of such units or hou ses who are 
financially unable to eliminate such hazards 
from their units or houses . In administ ering 
programs for the elimination of such haz
ards, priority shall be given to the elimi
nation of such hazards in residential dwell
ing units or houses in whicll rilside children 
with diagnosed lead-based paint poison
ing.". 

(2) (A) Section 101(c) of such Act is 
amended by striking out "should include" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "shall include". 

(B) Section 101 (f) of such Act is amended 
by (i) striking out "and (B)" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "(B)", and (ii) by inserti_ng 
before the period at the end the following 
", and (C) the services to be provided will 
be provided under local programs which 
meet the requirements of subsections (c) 
and (d) of this section". 

(b) Section 401 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
4831) is amended to read as follows: 
"PROHIBITION AGAINST USE OF LEAD-BASED PAINT 

IN CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES AND THE 
MANUFACTURE OF CERTAIN TOYS AND UTEN

SILS 

"SEC. 401. (a) The Secretary of Healt h, 
Education, and Welfare shall take such steps 
and impose such conditions as may be nec
essary or appropriate to prohibit the appli
cation of lead-based paint to any cooking 
utensil, drinking utensil, or eating utensil 
manufactured and distributed after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

"(b) The Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development shall take such steps and im
pose such conditions as may be necessary 
or appropriate to prohibit the use of lead
based paint in residential structures con
structed or rehabilitated by the Federal 
Government, or with Federal assistance in 
any form after the date of ena~tment of 
this Act. 

"(c) The Consumer Product Safety Com
mission shall take such steps and impose 
such conditions as may be necessary or ap
propriate to prohibit the application of lead
based paint to any toy or furniture article.". 

(c) (1) Section 501 (3) of such Act (42 
U.S.O. 4841(3)) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(3) (A) Except as provided in subpara
graph (B), the term 'lead-based paint' means 
any paint containing more than five-tenths 
of 1 per centum lead by weight (calculated 
as lead metal) in the total nonvolatile con
tent of the paint, or the equivalent measure 
of lead in the dried film of paint already ap
plied, or both. 

"(B) (i) The Consumer Product Safety 
Commission shall, during the six-month 
period beginning on the date of the enact
ment of the National Health Promotion and 
Disease Prevention Act of 1976, determine, on 
the basis of available data and information 
and after providing opportunity for an oral 
hearing and considering recommendations of 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel
fare (including those of the Center for 
Disease Control) and of the National Acad
emy of Sciences, whether or not a level of 
lead in paint which is greater than six one
hundredths of 1 per centum but not in ex
cess of five-tenths of 1 per centum is safe. 
If the Conunission determines, in accord
ance with the preceding sentence, that an
other level of lead is safe, the term 'lead
based paint' means, with respect to paint 
which is manufactured after the expiration 
of the six-month period beginning on the 
date of the Commission's determination, 
paint containing by weight (calculated as 
lead me-tal) in the total nonvolatile con
tent of the paint more than the level of lead 

determined by the Commission to be safe or 
the equivalent measure of lead in the dried 
film of paint already applied, or both. 

"(ii) Unless the definition of the term 
'lead-based paint' has been established by a 
determination of the Consumer Product 
Safety Commission pursuant to clause (1) of 
this subparagraph, the term 'lead-based 
paint• means, with respect to paint which is 
manufactured after the expiration of the 
twelve-month period beginning on such date 
of enactment, paint containing more than 
six one-hundredths of 1 per centum lead by 
weight (calculated as lead metal) in the total 
nonvolatile content of the paint, or the 
equivalent measure of lead in the dried film 
of paint already applied, or both.". 

(2) Section 501 of such Act is amended 
(1) by striking out "the term" in paragraphs 
(1) and (2) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"The term", (2) by striking out the semi
colon at the end of paragraph (1) and insert
ing in lieu thereof a period, and (3) by strik
ing out"; and" at the end of paragraph (2) 
and inserting in lieu thereof a period. 

(d) Section 502 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 4842) 
is amended by striking out "In carrying out 
the authority under this Act, the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare shall" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "In carrying out 
their respective authorities under this Act, 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop
ment and the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare shall each". 

(e) ( 1) Section 503 of such Act ( 42 U.S.C. 
4843) is amended by striking out subsections 
(a), (b), and (c) and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: 

"( a) There are authorized to be appropri· 
ated to carry out this Act $10,000,000 for the 
fiscal year 1976, $12,000,000 for the fiscal 
year 1977, and $14,000,000 for the fiscal year 
1978." 

(2) Subsection (d) of such section is re
designated as subsection (b). 
TITLE III-MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENT 

SEc. 301. (a) Section 2 (f) of the Public 
Health Service Act is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(f) Except as provided in sections 314(g) 
(4) (B), 355(5). 361(d), 1002(c), 1201(2). 
1401(13), 1531(1), and 1633(1), the term 
'State' includes, in addition to the several 
states, only the District of Columbia, Guam, 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and the 
Virgin Islands.". 

(b) (1) Section 361(d) is amended by add
ing at the end thereof the following: "For 
purposes of this subsection, the term 'State' 
includes, in addition to the several States, 
only the Dist rict of Columbia.". 

(2) Section 1401 is amended by adding 
after paragraph (12) t he following new para
graph: 

" ( 13) The term 'State' includes, in addi
tion to the several States, only the District 
of Columbia, Guam, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, American 
Samoa, and t he Trust Territory of the Pacific 
Islands.". 

Mr. KENNEDY. The purpose of my 
amendment is to provide authority for 
consumer health education programs. 
revise and extend the authority for 
disease prevention and control programs, 
revise and extend the authority for 
venereal disease programs and amend 
the Lead-Based Paint Poisoning Preven
tion Act to revise and extend the act. 

The cost of this legislation is $308,200,-
000. 

This legislation originally passed the 
Senate on July 30, 1975. A comparable 
bill passed the House on April 7, 1976. 
Until last week the administration was 
opposed to the bill. But after considera
ble good faith negotiations with rep-

resentatlves of the administration and 
my staff, a clean bill has been developed 
in the form of this amendment which 
we fully expect the President to sign. 

The legislation before us contains two 
principal titles. The first provides legis
lative authority and authorizations of 
appropriations for research and for com
munity programs in health information 
and promotion, preventive health serv
ices, and education in the appropria te 
use of health care during the next 3 fiscal 
years with a total authorization $31 mil
lion. The second provides a 3-year revi
sion and extension of existing authori
ties for prevention and control of com
municable and other controllable dis
eases, venereal disease, diseases borne 
by rodents, and lead poisoning preven
tion programs, with a total authoriza
tion for these 3 years of $277,200,000. 

The first title of this legislation pro
vides an initial congressional initiative in 
an area that is vitally important to the 
health of our citizens. 

Today we find ourselves struggling to 
ravel the problems of our national health 
care crisis. We consider various costly 
efforts to reorganize, rationalize and 
regulate our health services, seek im
provements in financing mechanisms, 
and ponder problems associated with 
health manpower. We have sold society 
on the wonders of modern medicine and 
have created an insatiable demand for 
health services. We seem to have forgot
ten, perhaps because we are unduly and 
overly impressed with the technology of 
modern medicine, that our improved 
health status is also owing to education 
in personal hygiene, improved living 
conditions and improved sanitary meas
ures. Better housing, nutrition, working 
conditions and education, enhance the 
health of our people just as certainly as 
better health services. Moreover, the 
principal causes of death in our coun
try-motor vehicle accidents, heart dis
ease, other accidents, respiratory dis
eases and lung cancer, and suicide-are 
in part related to changing life styles. 
Self-imposed risks and environmental 
factors are the principal or important 
underlying factors in each of the five 
major causes of death between the ages 
of 1 and 70. 

Outstanding though our health serv
ices are, it is apparent that if we are to 
improve our level of health we must turn 
to a new strategy, one which will as
sist us to understand the nature and 
causes of self-imposed risks, adds to our 
knowledge of illness, educates patients 
and consumers about health mainte
nance and prevention, and improves the 
physical and social environment. 

Although, Mr. Pr esident, we spend 
more on health care, have more physi
cians per capita than any other coun
try in Europe or North America, our mor
tality rates, from infancy through mid
die age and into the seventies, are almost 
the highest in the developed world. 

Though we proudly list the achieve
ments of nearly three decades of bio
medical research, there has been very 
little improvement in lift: expectancy for 
adults since the 1920's. We simply have 
not found effective means for coping 
with the chronic and social diseases and 
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conditions that are predominant in our 
country. 

Our statistics reveal intolerably high 
numbers of people being disabled, many 
permanently, by preventable and curable 
diseases, dying prematurely from causes 
that could have been controlled, being 
maimed or killed in accidents, or lead
ing destructive life styles. We also know 
that many of our children are born with 
seriously disabling conditions which 
might have been averted; that workers 
are placed in work environments where 
they become susceptible to a host of in
sidious cripplers and killers; that over 
45 percent of our adult population do 
not engage in physical activity for the 
purpose of exercise; that motor vehicle 
accidents are the leading cause of death 
for those under 35 years of age; that in
fectious sypbllis is at Its highest level 
ever recorded in this country; and, that 
close to 300,000 deaths per year from 
various diseases are linked to cigarette 
smoking. 

There can be little doubt at this time 
that there exists a profoundly disturb
ing relationship between death rates, 
health status, and life cycles. Unless self
imposed risks are modified or the en
vironment changed to enhance health, 
our illness and death rates will not be 
significantly improved. 

There has been much recent interest 
in these problems. My own health man
power bill speaks to the issue of primary 
care and our need for people-oriented 
specialists. There has been a President's 
Committee on Health Education. There 
have been patient and community educa
tion programs. Blue Cross has approved 
a special white paper on patient health 
education and endorses third-party re
imbursement for such activities. The 
American Hospital Association, the 
American Medical Association, the 
American College of Preventive Medi
cine, the National Health Council, and 
the American Public Health Association 
have all focused on education for health 
promotion and preventive medicine. Our 
new health planning legislation consid
ers prevention and health education 
national health priorities. And the Cana
dians again appear ahead of us with re
gard to innovative social programs, of
fering a new health promotion perspec
tive which will be embodied in all fu
ture Canadian health programs. 

With this legislation we take our own 
first cautious and modest steps in this 
new area by providing legislative author
ity primarily for research and demon
stration efforts in consumer health in
formation and health promotion. These 
programs would be designed to develop 
seve1 al different types of initiatives in 
research and demonstration. The pro
grams we would hope to develop would 
provide our people with better informa
tion about their own health and how to 
maintain it and how to use the medical 
care system effectively. They would de
velop and demonstrate improved pro
grams of preventive and school health 
services and would determine which pre
ventive health modalities were actually 
cost effective and reimbursable. The pro
grams would also initiate new programs 

for health promotion and health mainte
nance. 

The legislation would also establish an 
Office of Consumer Health Information 
and Health Promotion in the Office of 
the Assistant Secretary, thus assuring 
visibility and authority to establish 
health education on a firm footing. The 
omce will be the focal point for policy 
coordination and development within 
DHEW. It will coordinate all interde
partmental activities, authorize grants 
and contracts, and establish relation
ships with the private sector. 

This legislative proposal builds on a 
pioneering effort by our colleagues in 
the House-Congressman PAUL RoGERS, 
chairman of the House Subcommittee on 
Health and the Environment and the 
ranking minority member of that sub
committee, Dr. TIM LEE CARTER-and by 
proposals introduced by my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle in this chamber 
including those of Senators JAVITS and 
ScHWEIKER. It has received the over
whelming approval from many di1ferent 
constituencies. Supportive statements 
have been received from those in indus
try, academia, public health, hospitals, 
voluntary agencies, labor, and the com
munity. 

I am convinced that the time is pro
pitious for such a national focus on 
health education. I am confident that 
this bill will result over the long term 
in substantial reductions in morbidity, in 
premature mortality, 1n social and eco
nomic costs-and in better health for the 
people of our Nation. 

Mr. President, the bill also calls for 
authorizations of appropriations to con
tinue our battle against the infectious 
and preventable diseases. Efforts to pre
vent and combat disease refiects the 
strength and weaknesses of our health 
care system. The predominance of infec
tious diseases, for example, is most 
prevalent among children under 10 years 
of age, residents of the inner city, native 
born Americans, migrants and those we 
have institutionalized. The highest inci
dence of rat bites and lead poisoning is 
among children living in our ghettoes. 
It is the weak, the disenfranchised and 
the powerless that are the most suscepti
ble; but when we permit our immuniza
tion levels to drop as they now have all 
of us are at risk. All of us are vulnera:ble. 

We now have the means to control 
polio, tetanus, diphtheria, pertussis, 
measles, rubella, and mumps. Why then 
has the proportion of preschool children 
adequately protected against such 
diseases dropped to the lowest levels in 
a de~a~e? Why are some epidemiologists 
predictmg another outbreak of epidemic 
poliomyelitis? And why is the level of 
infectious syphilis the highest its been 
since 1950, while gonorrhea is at the 
highest level ever recorded in this 
country? 

It is not just childhood diseases which 
concern us. Respiratory diseases, for 
example, are responsible for 65,000 to 
100,000 deaths per year, while influenza 
affects 10 to 15 percent of the population. 
Hepatitis is responsible for 70,000 re
ported cases per year, but since this 
disease has been estimated to be under
reported by a factor of 10, we probably 

have over 700,000 cases per year. The 
venereal diseases are the most alarm
ing. Almost 1 million school days are 
lost each year by females owing to gonor
rhea and its complications. Of the nearly 
7,000 new cases of VD contracted every 
day 1,700 are teenagers. 

The need for a Federal commitment 
to universal immunization for all chil
dren is abundantly apparent. So sensi
tive are our indicators that we are able 
to detect an immediate and pronounced 
increase in incidence rates whenever 
Federal support for such programs is 
reduced. Moreover, we need a long-term 
commitment to surveillance and control 
which is based more on the potential 
danger of outbreaks than upon the actual 
incidence and prevalance rates of disease. 

Title ll of the proposal I present to you 
would continue a national program of 
assisting States in carrying out programs 
which are needed to protect the Ameri
can people from unnecessary suffering 
from communicable diseases, and to 
build upon our successes in communi
cable disease control by including an at
tack on other preventable conditions. 
These programs are an essential element 
in forging a truly effective health care 
policy for our country, and have the po
tential for undergirding work in reform
ing our system of health care financing 
and the delivery of personal health 
services. 

The bill authorizes $26,500,000 for 
project grants and contracts in fiscal 
year 1976 to carry out these programs, 
with $36,000,000 and $42,500,000 being 
authorized for fiscal years 1977 and 1978 
respectively. 'Ihese grants are to support 
projects at the State and local level, and 
are to be awarded on the basis of the ex
tent of the problem in the State or local 
area and on the soundness of the ap
plicant's proposed control program. The 
bill reemphasizes the importance of car
rying out public awareness programs in 
these projects so that, to the extent pos
sible, citizens will be properly informed 
of disease risks and the services available 
to them to prevent illness. Grantees will 
continue to be able to draw on personnel 
and other resources of DHEW to carry 
out these projects in lieu of receiving 
direct financial assistance. 

The definition of disease control pro
gram has been broadened to permit the 
administration and the Congress to ad
dress other problems of national signif
icance which are amenable to control 
through organized State and commu
nity programs such as those authorized 
by this bill. Venereal disease control pro
grams are addressed separately under 
title II of the bill in recognition of the 
importance of a special attack on this 
problem. 

Similarly, lead based paint poisoning 
prevention grants are, in the committee's 
view, best undertaken in the context of a 
co~prehensive attack. This approach, 
which was reflected in Senate bill 1664 
ordered reported by the committee o~ 
July 16, 1975, is now incorporated in 
title II. 

Mr. President, the Lead-Based Paint 
Poisoning Prevention Act would be con
tinued for another 3-years. This act has 
set standards for allowable levels of lead 
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in paint and on toys, cooking utensils, 
and other objects to which children may 
be exposed. It bas also funded programs 
in communities in which there are sub
stantial numbers of dwellings with lead
based paint for the identification of 
children who have been poisoned with 
lead and correction of the hazard pre
sented to the paint. As with the other 
programs included in the present legis
lation, we remain convinced of the need 
for the continued effort. Some 6 million 
children are at risk for lead poisoning by 
DHEW's own figures and as many as 
6,000 of these can be expected each year 
to suffer entirely unnecessary mental 
retardation from lead poisoning. In fact, 
600 children annually die unnecessarily 
from lead poisoning. With this proposal 
we are extending the legislative author
ity, and additionally proposing a re
examination of the safe level of lead in 
paint by the Consumer Product Safety 
Commission, and modest increases in the 
authorization of appropriations to offset 
the effects of inflation and allow some 
modest growth in the program. 

Title II of the bill also continues and 
strengthens the national campaign 
against venereal disease under section 
318 of the PHS Act, which was formu
lated in 1972. The bill extends authority 
for the Secretary to provide technical 
assistance to other organizations in 
their conduct of research, training, and 
public health programs for the control 
of venereal disease. Research, demon
stration, and training grants are also 
authorized to enable the Secretary to 
meet national needs in developing and 
upgrading control programs. The com
mittee has authorized $5,000,000, $6,600,-
000, and $7,600,000 for fiscal years 1976, 
1977, and 1978, respectively. 

Project grants for control programs 
under 318(d) of the act are also con
tinued with revisions to clarify the pur
poses of these grants. The committee is 
encouraged by the early results which 
have been achieved through 318(d) proj
ect grants, and is recommending a fund
ing authority for the next 3 years which 
will avoid retrenchment at this critical 
phase of our all-out attack on venereal 
disease. In fiscal year 1976, $32 million 
is authorized for 318(d) grants, with 
$41.5 million in 1977, and $51.1 million 
in 1978. 

A similar pattern emerges respecting 
efforts to control diseases borne by ro
dents. Since the repeal of section 314(e) 
of the PHS Act last year by Public Law 
94-63, DHEW has also conducted pro
grams designed to control diseases borne 
by rodents under the authority of disease 
control and prevention legislation 
through the Center for Disease Control. 
These programs respond to DREW's esti
mate that there are some 300 communi
ties in this country which have severe 
rat problems. Of these, 64 with an esti
mated 6 million residents are receiving 
Federal grant support. In each of these 
communities, a target area consisting of 
blocks with known severe rat infestation 
is identified and in the 64 communities 
these target areas include over 40,000 
such blocks of which to date control of 
infestation has been achieved and main
tained on only 21,000 blocks. 

These figures make it clear that the 
existing rodent control effort is barely 
adequate and far from complete. For this 
reason the proposed legislation includes 
a 3-year extension of the program with 
authorizations which will maintain this 
necessary program at its current level. 

The proposed legislation also includes 
a variety of other amendments to the 
disease prevention and control authori
ties designed to consolidate and strength
en them. These include authorizing dis
ease prevention and control programs 
for noncommunicable diseases, including 
hypertension, pulmonary disease, cardio
vascular disease, arthritis, diabetes and 
Rh disease, in addition to the commu
nicable diseases already covered. Some 
of these, diabetes and Rh disease for in
stance, had already been included in sec
tion 317. General inclusion of noncom
municable diseases, which are neverthe
less of national significance and subject 
to prevention and control programs, is an 
appropriate modification of the preven
tion and control authority. Second, given 
the sad state of our Nation's immuniza
tion effort described above, the legisla
tion establishes priority for immunization 
programs for childhood diseases includ
ing measles, diphtheria, whooping cough, 
tetanus, polio and mumps. 

These modifications are intended to 
give extra flexibility to the legislative 
authority and particularly to support 
continuation of the CDC's existing, valu
able training efforts. Finally, the legisla
tion consolidates existing authorities for 
control of health emergencies and epi
demics and has required a report to the 
Congress on an annual basis on the status 
of the immunization of the population of 
the United States with identification by 
area, population group, and other cate
gories of deficiencies in that status. 

It is also the intention of this legisla
tion to continue to upgrade the training 
and proficiency of public health profes
sionals in carrying out their duties. The 
technical assistance capabilities of CDC 
should be fully utilized in helping States 
and localties strengthen each of their 
control programs. My committee, Mr. 
President, was distressed to learn during 
hearings on the proposal that DHEW 
was planning to require tuition pay
ments from persons receiving technical 
training at CDC. It is a major objective 
of this proposal to upgrade States and 
local control capabilities, and we view 
this as a Federal responsibility. Tuition 
charges will certainly weaken the ability 
of CDC to help those States, counties and 
municipalities which are in greatest need 
of assistance. The bill before us accord
ingly reaffirms our commitment to sec
tion 311 (b) of the PHS Act. 

The funding authorizations for these 
programs under title II of the bill have 
been developed after careful considera
tion of the needs of the Nation in disease 
control and the demands for restraint 
in Federal spending. Funding levels are 
lower than those authorized for the pe
riod 1972-75, and are lower than our 
original estimates of the need for the 
next 3 years. They represent in each in
stance reasonable and minimal invest
ments which must be made if we are to 
achieve the level of success in preventing 

illness which we, as a Nation, have both 
the financial and technical capability 
to achieve. 

Mr. President, in reaching this accom
modation with the administration for a 
high level Office of Consumer Health In
formation and Health Promotion and to 
continue our efforts respecting disease 
prevention and control-to assure that 
research continues, our children are im
munized at levels high enough to main
tain maximum health, the risks from 
disease borne by rodents and lead in 
paint are lessened, the epidemic of ve
nereal diseases presently abroad in the 
land brought under control-! have been 
greatly assisted by my colleagues, Sena
tors JAVITS, SCHWEIKER, McGOVERN, and 
CLARK, and respecting childhood im
munizations assisted by Senators BuM
PERS, HART, and BAYH. In the House, Con
gressmen ROGERS, CARTER, COHEN, and 
MEEDS were instrumental in assuring 
this bill's success. And from my own staff, 
Arthur Viseltear of the Yale University 
School of Medicine should receive special 
kudos. As usual, the assistance of LeRoy 
Goldman and Jay Cutler, the permanent 
staff of my committee, and Arthur M. 
Silverstein, Congressional Science Fel
low, has been invaluable. 

Mr. GARY HART. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of S. 1466, the Disease Con
trol Amendments Act, as amended. In 
addition, I also wish to acknowledge 
the efforts of my colleagues, Senators 
BUMPERS, BAYH, KENNEDY, and others 
who have worked diligently in the effort 
to insure adequate funding levels for im
munization of children against the "con
quered" childhood diseases, such as polio, 
measles, rubella, mumps, diphtheria, 
tetanus, and pertussis. For too long our 
country has ignored the fact that each 
year dozens of children in the United 
States are dying from diseases which 
they never should have contracted. We 
have allowed scores more to be left 
brain-damaged, blinded, deafened, and 
disabled, though we had the means of 
effective prevention readily at hand. 

It is estimated that approximately 30 
percent of American children are either 
unimmunized or insufficiently immu
nized at the present time. A further 
breakdown provided by the U.S. Immu
nization Survey of 1975 estimates that 
15.5 million children are not fully pro
tected against polio; 9.3 million children 
are not protected against DTP; 13.8 mil
lion are not protected against measles; 
13.9 million children remain susceptible 
to rubella, and 26.4 million to mumps. 
Epidemiologists warn that epidemics are 
happening, that immunization levels are 
dangerously low throughout the coun
try. 

This situa tion reflects a grave irre
sponsibility. Over the past several years 
Congress has neglected its duty in effec
tively ordering our national immuniza
tion priorities. Financial support for im
munization programs from the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare 
has been reduced from $12 million in 
1973 to approximately $5 million per 
year. That kind of "support" cannot be
gin to approach the problem now fac
ing us. 
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Mr. President, the funding levels 
authorized by this legislation will help 
insure that children from birth through 
age 13 will be protected against prevent
able and needless illness. Recently, the 
Congress responded to an administra
tion request to provide adults with pro
tection against the prospect of one po
tentially serious disease-influenza-at 
an estimated cost of $135 million. We 
hope that this will be money well spent. 
Now, by authorizing an additional frac
tion of that amount, we can take ad
vantage of the publicity surrounding the 
vaccination program to provide our 
children with much-needed protection 
against the certainty of a host of rue
threatening diseases. This truly will be 
money well spent. 

These diseases pose t•isks which no 
child should have to face. I have heard 
it said time after time here on the Sen
ate floor that our future is in our chil
dren. This program will help insure that 
that future will be a healthy one. 

IMMUNIZATION 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I was 
pleased that the President took the lead
et·ship to propose an all-out effort to 
combat the possibility of swine influenza 
in this country. We all agree, I am sure, 
that preventive action is much more de
sirable and sensible than dealing with 
the consequences of an epidemic, both in 
terms of human costs and dollar costs. 

The number of children in this coun
try susceptible to preventable childhood 
diseases is a reflection of one of the most 
abysmal failures in the medical history 
of our Nation. Vaccines are available to 
protect children against polio, diphtheria, 
pertussis, tetanus, measles, mumps, and 
rubella which are safe and effective. Yet, 
the U.S. Immunization Survey of 1975 
estimates that 15.5 million children are 
not fully protected against polio; 9.3 mil
lion children are not protected against 
DPT, 13.8 million are not protected 
against measles; 13.9 million children 
remain susceptible to rubella; and 26.4 
million to mumps. I ask unanimous con
sent that a copy of a table illustrating 
these figures be printed in the REcoRD 
following these remarks. 

The failure to conduct adequate 
awareness programs alerting the public 
to the risks and costs of epidemics, com
pounded by a lack of funding to design 
and support aggressive immunization 
programs, has, and continues, to cost 
society countless billions of dollars in 
unnecessary medical expense, institu
tional care, and loss of productivity, to 
say nothing of pain, suffering, and de
spair. 

The efficacy of immunization against 
childhood communicable diseases in 
cost-benefit terms is easy to illustrate. 
Studies of debilities resulting from com
municable diseases in past years demon
strate, for example, that a single case of 
mental retardation from a disease such 
as rubella could cost more than $900,000, 
for a lifetime of institutional care plus 
loss of productivity. The Center for Dis
ease Control reports in its March 19, 
1976, Morbidity and Mortality Weekly 
Report that 2,576 cases of rubella have 
been identified during the first 10 weeks 

of this year. A reasonable estimate is 
that 1 percent or 257 of those cases will 
be pregnant mothers. It further shows a 
total of 6,667 cases of measles compared 
to 3,846 for the first 10 weeks of 1975. 
And there are predictions based on doc
umented 10-year cycles of epidemics that 
1976-77 could be epidemic years for both 
mumps and measles. It should also be 
noted that these are only the reported 
cases. 

The cost of purchasing vaccines for all 
susceptible children under 14 years of 
age would be $78,442,000-see attached 
table. Assuming that 50 percent of this 
category are in the public sector-chil
dren in families who are eligible for pub
lic assistance-the cost could be halved 
to $39,221,000. This assumes that the 
other 50 percent could, and would, with 
a public awareness campaign, be immu
nized by their private physicians at pri
vate expense. Add to this approximately 
25 cents for each inoculation anticipated 
in the public sector, as an incentive for 
the states to undertake such a project
$12,963,00o-and the total costs for a 
substantial beginning toward filling a 
serious medical vacuum in our society 
would be $52,184,000. 

At the present time two thirds of the 
U.S. preschool children are not immu
nized against mumps, despite the urgings 
of the American Academy of Pediatrics, 
the Center for Disease Control-CDC
and other medical bodies which warn 
that the disease carries substantial risk. 
The low immunization levels are due in 
part to the fact that in previous years 
the vaccine could not legally be used in 
the free, federally funded immunization 
clinics. While private practitioners in
creasingly use the triple shot for measles, 
mumps, and rubella, only the measles
rubella combination shot is given in the 
public health clinics. 

In 1974 the overall incidence of mumps 
was much higher than that of the other 
childhood diseases, as evidenced by the 
following statistics gathered by CDC: 

1974 1973 
Mumps -----------~----- 59, 128 59, 612 
Measles ----------------- 22,094 26,690 
Rubella. ----------------- 11, 917 27, 804 
Polio -------------------- 7 8 
Para.Iytlc ---------------- 7 7 
Diphtheria. -------------- 272 228 
Pertussis---------------- 2,402 1,759 
Tetanus ----------------- 101 101 

Regional studies indicate that about a 
third of mumps cases are in children 
under 5 years old, and another 50 percent 
of cases occur in the 5-through-9 age 
group. 

This is not a disease to be dealt with 
lightly. The complications associated 
with mumps are many and varied. 
Mumps is one of the leading causes of 
deafness in children; impaired hearing 
is estimated to occur in 1 out of every 
300 to 400 cases reported. The most com
mon complications of mumps, however, 
are those involving the nervous system
encephalitis, encephalomyelitis, and 
meningitis. Although the majority of 
patients recover completely, some have 
permanent muscle weakness, paralysis, 
epilepsy, or psychic disturbances. Orchi
tis is also a common complication of 
mumps. About 1 percent of young boys 

with mumps experience the condition, 
but a substantial 20 to 30 percent of 
adult males with mumps suffer from 
orchitis. Orchitis may permanently im
pair fertility. 

Furthermore, experts have calculated 
that mumps is fatal in about 2 to 4 
of every 100,000 ca-ses. Ten to thirty 
deaths are reported to occur each year 
from complications of mumps, and in 
1973 the death total reached 12. 

Mr. President, all but three States in 
this country have laws which prohibit 
children being enrolled in school until 
they have been immunized against all 
of the above diseases. Unfortunately, the 
laws are not vigorously enforced. Even if 
they were, a preschool aged child who 
contracts rubella can certainly communi
cate it to his mother, and if that mother 
is in the first 3 months of pregnancy, it 
is a medical certainty that the child will 
be born handicapped. There are approxi
mately 250,000 people in this Nation 
housed in institutions for the mentally 
ill. It is estimated that between 5 and 
9 percent of those cases are the results 
of the mother's contracting rubella dur
ing the first 3 months of pregnancy. 
There are probably two to three times 
that many less profoundly handicapped 
children in sheltered workshops and re
maining at home who constitute a seri
ous financial drain on families and a loss 
of productivity to society. But if one cal
culated that only 7 percent of them, or 
17,500 of the above number, are institu
tionalized as a result of rubella, using 
the $900,000 per handicapped person fig
ure above, the cost translates to $15,750,-
000,000. This is an outrageous statistic 
and should be a cause of shame to all of 
us. 

Mr. President, it does not have to be 
this way. In 1973-74, the State of 
Arkansas, through a massive coordina
tion and cooperation effort by existing 
public agencies, such as the state 
health department, cooperative exten
sion service, and the National Guard, to
gether with the Arkansas League for 
Nursing, the Arkansas Medical Society, 
and over 10,000 volunteers, lowered the 
percentage of susceptible children from 
one of the highest in the Nation to the 
lowest. 

There is now a program being devel
oped called Every Child in '76 to make 
the same effort nationally. It is spon
sored by the National League of Nursing, 
and has been endorsed by the PTA, the 
National Governors Conference, HEW, 
and others. The American Revolution 
Bicentennial Administration ha-s given 
it its approval as the only health-related 
Bicentennial project in the Nation. The 
success of this program will not depend 
solely on an appropriation, but it would 
be tragic for it to be less than successful 
for lack of funds. It is essentially a vol
unteer effort to get children to clinics or 
private physicians. 

Mr. President, the Senate now has a 
timely opportunity to act to meet this 
need. The bill s. 1466, the National 
Health Promotion and Disease Preven
tion Act of 1976, is now at the desk with 
a House amendment. Extensive discus
sions have taken place with the House 



15670 CO GRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 26, 1976 

and with the administration on appro
priate changes to this ~ and we have 
reason to believe that an addition to the 
sums authorized in the bill for child
hood-disease immunization may be 
agreeable to all concerned. The success 
which I hope is in store for our efforts 
could noi have taken place without the 
close cooperation and support of tbe dis
tinguished Senator from Ni Jersey (Mr. 
WILLIAMS) • chairman of the Committee 
on Labor and Public ·welfare~ the dis
tinguished Senator from Massachusetts 
<Mr. KENNEDY). chairman of the SUb
committee on Health~ the distinguished 
Senator from Indiana (Mr. BAYHJ. who 
previously successfully sponsored a floor 
amendment in the Senate to H.R. 131'12, 
the second supplemental appropriations 
bill, and the distinguished Senator from 
Colorado <Mr. GARY HARr). who has been 
a consistent and effective advocate of 
this program. 

OUr proposaL Mr. Presiden~ is that 
the $27 million authorization 1n tbe 
House amendment to S. 1466 for child
hood-disease immunization be increased 
to $49.5 mlllio~ with tbJs sum allocated 
as follows: $9 million for :fiscal year 1976. 
$1'1.5 million for :fiscal year 19'17, and $23 
million for :fiscal year 19'18. 'l'llJs level oi 
funding, when taken together with the 
other authorizations contained in sec
tion 317 of the Public Health Service 
Act. as amended, will not exceed the total 
authorization level of $10& million con
tained in S. 1466 as it passed the Senate 
originally. In additi~ the words "'to not 
less than 80 per centum, would be added 
at the appropriate point in section 317 
(b) (2) of the Public Health Service Act. 
as amended. in order to give the Secre
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
some objective standard by which to en
courage and require the initiation of im
munization programs that go sub
stant1ally above and beyond what has 
been undertaken in the past. Simply to 
continue existing efforts is not enough,. 
as .b conclusively demonstrated by the 
high levels of susceptibility shown in the 
attached table. Under the new form o1 
the bill. therefore, the Secretary would 
be directed to give priority to those aP
plications which will have the results of 
increasing the immunization rate to not 
less than SO percent of the affected pop
ulation. 

As soon as this authorization becomes 
law, a number of Senators will move to 
secure funding by means of an appropria
tion. The Committee on Appropriations 
has at least twice indicated its willing
ness to grant a proper level of funding to 
this program just as soon as authorizing 
legislation has been enacted. The report 
of the Committee on Appropriations, 
Senate Report No. 94-742, page 4, on 
House Joint Resolution 890, the swine
fill joint resolution, stated: 

Th1s proposal of a. national Imm.un.Iza.tton 
program also highlights the urgent need for 
immunization efforts in other a.reas. For 
over a year our rubella, smallpox, diphthe
ria. and polio immunization programs have 
been cut back because of lack of authoriz
ing legislation and a strong Administration 
program. Hence, many of our cblldren ar& 
not immunized. and the possibility or new 
outbreaks 1n these areas 1s great. The Com
mittee urges both the President and the ap-

propr.iate authorizing committees 1n the 
Congress to rapidly move ahead a.nd enact' 
the authorfzlng Iegfslation so that a com
plete Immunization program In this country 
may be implemented. 

In addition, as Members will recall,. 
when the second supplemental appropri
ations bill" H.R. 1317~ was before the 
Senate~ one of the committee amend
ments agreed to would have appropri
ated $16.9 million for this program for 
the remainder of fiscal year 1976 and for 
the transition period. This appropriation 
was removed from the bill in conference 
because of the lack of authorization, but 
the conference report, H. Rept. 94-1133. 
page 18. contained the following en
couraging language: 

Amendment No. 77~ Deleted paragraph in
serted by the Senate which would have ap
propriated $16,900,000 for immunization pro
grams and ${),000,0()(} for carrying out lead
based paint poisoning prenntion activities. 

The conferees are agreed that the bmnunl
zatlon programs are vital to the well-being 
of the chlldren of this country. Immuniza
tion levels are dangerously low for many 
chlldhood. diseases such as rubella.. polio. 
measles, mumps, diphtheria, pertussis and 
tetanus which constitute a health hazard to 
:mnllons of our chlldren. Il the propeT im
munization programs were to be conducted. 
m11Uons. o1 dollars could be sa.ved by this pre
ventive health measure--not to mention the 
su:fierin~ permanent disabllity and even 
death whlch would be avoided. 

Further, the conferees note the immuniza
tion programs have not been authorized for 
some time and It Is vital that the proper 
legislation be enacted for immunization and 
other preventive health service programs so 
that rational efforts can be Initiated. 

Mr. President., for an these reasons, I 
urge that. the Senate swiftly approve S. 
1466 with the indicated amendment to 
authorize a substantial increase in the 
level of activity in the field of childhood 
disease prevention. 
S1uceptible cMldren 1-13 year8 Of age, 

basecl on 1975 U.S. immunization survey 
and e3timated. costs of immunization 

[Dollar amounts 1n thousandsJ 

SU&Cep
tibles 

(millions) 

Polio 3 
------ 15. 5 

DTP 3 
------- 9. 3 

Measles ----- 13.8 
Rubella ----- 13. 9 
Mumps ----- 26. 4 

Total 
vaccine 

Total 
program_ 

vaccine 
cost 1 

$5,766 
1,210 
9,798 
8,340 

53,328 

5Q% pub
lic 8ec

torco3t11 

$2,883 
605 

4,899 
4,170 

26.664 

39.221 
"12. 963 

52.184 

1 Ca&ts are estimated using current vaccine 
bulk purchase per dose prices of: $0.186 for 
polio, $0.065 for DTP, $0.71 for measles, $0.60 
for rubella. and. $2.02 for mumps. 

llThe Center !or Disease Control estimates 
that approxlm.a.tely ha.lf of all susceptible 
children are 1n fa.mllies ellgfble for public as
sistance~ hence the 50-percent public sector 
cost basis. 

• Pall immunization requires a series of 
three (3) doses per chlld. Since there 1s some 
partial immunization already an average a! 
two doses requires is. assumed for these cal
culations. 

' Using the above data for the public sec
tor groups only, approximately 104 million 
inoculations are required. Financial assist
ance grants to Sta"tes to ad.minJster vaccine 
at $0.25 per dose would cost 4H2.963 million. 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, as one who 
has had a longtime interest in the status 
of our Nation's immunization programs 
for the young. I am delighted that the 
Senate is reaffirming its commitment to 
revitalize these essenti:ll programs by 
accepting the amendment to S. 1466 
otrered. by the Senator from Massachu
setts <Mr. KENNEDY). I would like to take 
this opportunity to praise the Senator 
from Massachusetts and my colleague 
the Senator from Arkansas <Mr. BUM
PERS) on this issue which has be<"'l a 
deep concern for us all. 

The Senator from M:assachur ,tts' 
leadership in the health field is "Nell 
known. but I would like to point out :h at 
the Senator from Arkansas has also 
established an outstanding record in the 
field. The Senator from Arkansas' rec
ord both as Governor of his State and 
here in the Senate, demonstrates his 
deep commitment to ending communi
cable childhood disease. It is my under
standing that during his tenure as Gov
ernor of Arkansas, the percentage of 
susceptible children in that State 
dropped from being the highest in the 
Nation to the lowest. '.i'hat is a remark
able achievement. It should also be noted 
that the Senator's wife. Mrs. Bumpers, 
played an important role in this accom
plishment. 

The amendment before the Senate to
day is largely a product of this deep 
commitment. Under the provisions of 
this amendment. $49.5 million will be 
authorized over the next 3 years for 
immunization programs which would 
cover common childhood communicable 
diseases such as measles, rubella, 
mumps. poliomyelitis~ diphther: :.. teta
nus, and whooping cough. 

Mr. President. I am deeply concerned 
about the state oi our national immuni
zation programs. The Federal efiort to 
control communicable diseases has de
clined from $17 million in 1970 to a mere 
$6.2 million in 1975. Yet a significant 
proportion of Americans remain sus
ceptible to serious diseases for which 
effective immunizing vaccines exist. 
Thirty-seven percent are not completely 
immunized against polio. Correspond
ing percentages for other diseases are: 
DPT-diphtheria. pertussis or whooping 
cough and tetanus-26 percent; mea
sles-36 percent; rubella-40 percent. 

Of particular concern to me is the 
growing number of unimmunized chil
dren. The U.S. immunization survey of 
1975 estimates that 15.5 million children 
are not fully protected against polio; 9.3 
million children are not protected 
against DPT; 13.8 million are not pro
tected against measles; 13.9 million re
main susceptible to rubella; and 26.4 
million to mumps. Many of these un
immunized children are under the age 
of 5. 

Acceptance of the amendment before 
us today will help to regenerate the im
portant immunization programs which 
have declined so drastically in recent 
years. 
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Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this 
statement has the support of the rank
ing members of the Health Committee, 
Senator ScHWEIKER and the ranking 
member. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Massachusetts to concur 
in the amendments of the House of ReP
resentatives as amended by the amend
ment of the Senator from Massachusetts 
in the nature of a substitute for the 
House amendments to S. 1466. 

The motion was agreed to. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO
PRIATIONS AUTHORIZATION ACT, 
1977 

AMENDMENT NO. 1665 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. President, I call 
up my printed amendment No. 1665. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Maine (Mr. HATHAWAY) 

proposes an amendment numbered 1665. 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 31, line 8, after "Treaty.", insert 

the following: "In can·ying out such policy 
the Secretary of Defense shall not enter into 
any agreement with any other member or 
members of the North Atlantic Treaty Orga
nization for the acquisition of equipment 
manufactured outside the United States, in 
exchange for, or in connection with, any 
agreement by such member or members of 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization to 
acquire other equipment manufactured in 
the United States unless full details of the 
nature and substance of such proposed 
agreement has been reported to the Congress 
at least 30 days prior to ente1·1ng into such 
proposed agreement.". 

On page 31, line 16, strike out the period 
and insert in lieu thereof a comma and the 
following: "except that the Secretary may 
not determine that the acquisition of equip
ment manufactured in the United States is 
inconsistent with the public interest if such 
equipment manufactured in the United 
States meets the equipment procurement 
objectives at an equal or lower cost than 
does such equipment manufactured outside 
the United States, and in no event may the 
Secretary, for purposes of this subsection, 
waive the provisions of section 2304 of title 
10, United States Code.". 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. President, I 
sent to the desk an unprinted amend
ment in the nature of a substitute for 
No. 1665. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Maine (Mr. HATHAWAY), 

on behalf of himself and Mr. MusKIE, Mr. 
DURKIN, and Mr. MCINTYRE, proposes a SUb
stitute for Amendment No. 1665. 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection; it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 31, after the period in line 8, insert 

the following: 

"In any case in which equipment author
ized to be procured under title I of this act is 
utilized for the purpose of carrying out the 
foregoing policy, the Secretary of Defense 
shall report to Congress the full details of 
the nature and substance of any and all 
agreements entered into by the United States 
with any other member or members of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization provid
ing for the acquisition of equipment manu
factured outside the United States in ex
change for, or as a part of, any other agree
ment by such member or members to acquire 
equipment manufactured in the United 
States. Such report shall be made by the 
Secretary within 30 days of the date of en
actment of this Act.". 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. President, I 
originally offered that amendment--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would inquire, is this the amend
ment to which 2 hours was assigned to 
the Senator? 

Mr. HATHAWAY. I do not believe 
there is any time agreement entered into. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 
Ha.thaway amendment had a 2-hour as
signment. Is this the one? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
may I interject? 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Certainly. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. There was an 

agreement on one amendment by Mr. 
HATHAWAY, the time being limited t.o 2 
hom·s; equally divided. 

This is that amendment, I assume? 
I understand that the Senator will not 

require near that much time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair thanks the Senator from West 
Virginia. 

The Senator from Maine. 
Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. President, I 

now offer this substitute, because ·or a 
concern which has arisen regarding the 
Army's recently announced tentative de
cision to pm·chase an armor machine
gun, the Mag-58 from a Belgian manu
facturer in preference to the domestic
ally produced machinegun, the M-60E2, 
manufactured in Saco, Maine. There 
have been some suggestions in the press 
that the Army decision to consider the 
Belgian weapon resulted from an agree
ment between Secretary Schlesinger and 
the Belgian Defense Minister Van Boy
nants as part of an exchange, or "pack
age deal" for the Belgian purchase of 
the F-16 fighter aircraft. 

In offering this amendment I do not 
ask my colleagues to make any deter
mination one way or the other regarding 
this matter. Rather, my amendment 
would require that the Secretary dis
close to the Congress the full details of 
the natm·e and substance of any sort of 
"quid pro quo" agreement with NATO 
nations .in connection with any equip
ment authorized for procurement in this 
bill. 

In this way, there will be a clearly ex
pressed congressional policy that it 
wants to be informed in such matters 
and thereby be better able to carry out 
its duty to vote with full knowledge on 
any authorizations and appropriations 
legislation which comes before it. 

Fm·ther, there have also been sug
gestions from time to time that the pro
curement of the Belgian machinegun 
would advance the cause of standardiza
tion. I am concerned about that charge 

since my understanding of standardiza
tion and of this procurement suggest to 
me that the procurement has no direct 
bearing on standardization. I would like 
to inquire of the authors of the stand
ardization provision and of the chair
man of this committee whether from 
their understanding of the armor ma
chinegun procurement and the stand
ardization principle they see any direct 
connection between this procurement 
and the policy standardization of NATO. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, will my 
colleague yield to me? 

Mr. HATHAWAY. I will certainly yield 
to my colleague from Maine. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Jim Case of the 
staff be granted privilege of the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CULVER. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. HATHAWAY. I am happy to yield 

to the Senator. 
Mr. CULVER. As the Senator from 

Maine is aware, a recent GAO report on 
the Army's selection of the Belgian gu_.11 
concluded, and I quote: 

The contribution either the Mag-58 or the 
M-60E2 would make to NATO standardiza
tion of equipment appears marginal. 

I do believe however that selection of 
the Mag-58 would make a substantial 
indirect contribution to the longer term 
prospects for standardization by demon
strating U.S. willingness to move for
ward toward the development of a gen
uine "two-way st1·eet" on intra N.l\TO 
procurement. In my view expanded U.S. 
procurement of European weapon sys
tems is an essential foundation of mean
ingful standardization in the long run. 
Thus while not substantially contribut
ing to standardization of armaments 
within NATO the Army's decision to go 
for the Mag-58 represents an important 
committment to a fundamental prere
quisite of standardization. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. HATHAWAY. I am happy to yield 

to my colleaoaue. 
Mr. MUSKIE. I thank my good friend 

from Iowa for his statement. I appre
ciate his cooperation in clarifying the 
remaining uncertainties in this dispute. 

If I understand the Senator coiTectly, 
purchase of the Belgian Mag-58 womd, 
at most, contribute indirectly by showing 
a willingness to move in the direction of 
standardization of armaments among 
NATO nations. 

Is it correct to say that these new 
provisions in section 802(a) (2) which 
make explicit the authority to waive the 
Buy America Act would not apply to this 
procurement? 

Mr. CULVER. Let me say to the Sena
tor from Maine that it is not my inten
tion that this secti.on apply retrospec
tively to the particular issue of the ma
chinegun decision, since that decision 
predated this amendment, and since, of 
course, this amendment is not yet law. 
This provision does not, in my view, 
diminish the existing authority of the 
Secretary of Defense to waive the Buy 
America Act in the public interest. 

But, neither the desirability of stand
ardization, nor its legitimacy as grounds 
for waiving the Buy America Act is at 
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issue here. It is my understanding that 
the Army's principal consideration in 
choosing the Mag-58 over the M-60E2 
was reliability and not standardization. 

Mr. MUSKIE. I thank the Senator. 
I ask the distinguished Senator from 

Georgia, who is also actively interested 
in this policy of the bill, if he would 
agree with the distinguished Senator 
from Iowa that it does not apply retro
actively to the procurement of the ma
chinegun which is in question? 

Mr. NUNN. The Senator from Georgia 
does agree with the Senator from Iowa 
that this particular section Is not in
tended to apply retroactively in terms of 
law. 

Mr. MUSKIE. I thank my good friends 
from Georgia and Iowa and my colleague 
from Maine for introducing this amend
ment. I appreciate their support and as
sistance in thiS matter. 

I do have remaining concerns, how
ever, about the Army's procurement de
cision here which relates not to the 
standardization issue, but to the ques
tion of whether the Secretary of Defense 
may have entered an agreement with the 
Belgian Defense Minister in June of 1975 
under which the United States would 
agree to purchase the Belgian manufac
tured Mag-53 as part of a tradeotr for 
the Belgian agreement to purchase the 
F-16. Newspaper accounts reporting such 
an agreement back in June of 1975 first 
drew my attention to this matter and my 
suspicions about such a tradeoti ha.ve 
never been completely put to rest. The 
reporting requirement in Senator HATH
AWAY's amendment, together with the 
understanding and assurances we have 
gained from the discussion here today, 
help alleviate many remaining concerns 
and I hope that we can proceed with 
affirmative action to require the report
ing of any such agreements so that 
American workers and American indus
try will know precisely what agreements 
the Secretary of Defense has negotiated 
and be able to publicly evaluate the fair
ness and propriety of the arrangements. 
I hope that my colleagues from the com
mittee will recognize the importance of 
these reporting requirements to Ameri
can industry and American workers and 
will support the provision. 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague from Maine and the 
distinguished Senators from Iowa and 
Georgia. I simply wish to address the 
chairman of the committee and ask him 
if this colloquy is consistent with his un
derstanding of the situation? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I have 
understood this matter now principally 
from the vieWPoint of the committee. The 
Senator from Georgia and the Senator 
from Iowa have gone into this matter 
thoroughly and have spoken !or the com-
mittee. From my understanding of their 
representations here, it does comply with 
the situation, yes. 

Mr. HATHAWAY. I thank the chair
man very much. 

Mr. STENNIS. That is the way I 
understand it. 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, may I ask 

one question? I understood there is a 
pending amendment at the desk. 

Mr. HATHAWAY. The Senator is 
correct·. 

Mr. NUNN. Is the Senator pursuing his 
amendment that would require notice by 
the Secretary of Defense? 

Mr. HATHAWAY. The Senator is pur
suing the substitute for the original 
amendment, which was a printed amend
ment No. 1665. The substitute is an un
printed amendment, a copy of which I 
believe the Senator has. That is what the 
Senator is pursuing. 

Mr. NUNN. The Senator from Georgia 
does have a copy of that amendment. It 
might be helpful, though, as in this col
loquy there has been no reference made 
to the amendment, if the Senator would 
give us a brief explanation of the amend
ment itself. The colloquy relating to the 
provisions in the bill did not relate to 
this amendment. I think it might be 
helpful to have a brief explanation of the 
amendment. 

Mr. HATHAWAY. As far as any equip
ment authorized to be procured under 
the tenns of this bill, if the Secretary en
ters into any agreements with members 
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza
tion he is required to report such agree
ments to the Senate within 30 days, or 
within 30 days of the enactment of this 
law if he has entered into any in the 
past. 

Mr. NUNN. So this Is really a reporting 
amendment. It does not in any way pre
clude the Secretary of Defense from 
making that kind of an agreement? 

Mr. HATHAWAY. It in no way pre
cludes the Secretary. 

Mr. NUNN. It is to make sure that 
Congress is informed if there is any kind 
of an agreement by the Secretary of De
fense to purchase a NATO-produced 
weapon in exchange for NATO purchas
ing U.S. equipment. 

Mr. HATHAWAY. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is now on agreeing to the amend
ment, as amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is 
the will of the Senate? 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STENNIS. We have disposed of 
those amendments now, Mr. President. 
and, of course, the bill is open to further 
amendment. If we reach a point where 
there are no further amendments to be 
otrered, as manager of the bill I would 
can for a third reading. 

Mr. ALLEN. If the Senator plans to do 

that, out of deference to the Senator 
from Ohio I would--

Mr. STENNIS. I am not going to do it. 
I just brought the matter up that it was 
possible. I do not know what plans any
one has. 

The Senator from Kansas has one 
amendment on which we have an agree
ment. 

In addition to the Senator fl·om Kan-
sas, I believe--

Mr. TAFT. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. The Senator knows I have 

an amen<iment. My feeling is if t..l}ere are 
less controversial amendments, it might 
be desirable to dispose of them first be
fore we get to my amendment. I have no 
idea how long the debate on my amend
ment might continue once it starts. 

Mr. STENNIS. I believe that is a good 
suggestion. 

Mr. TAFT. I believe in view of the 
nature of the amendment, it would be 
desirable to have more Senators in the 
Chamber. which I think would happen 
at a later time. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I am just 
trying to round up the situation to see 
where we are. 

In addition to the Dole amendment, 
what other amendments does the leader 
have, in addition to the matter the Sen
ator from Ohio brought up? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I only know 
of the amendment by Mr. DoLE and the 
amendment by 1\{r. TAFT. Word has been 
sent to Mr. DOLE to come to the Chamber 
and call up his amendment now. . 

Mr. STENNIS. Those are the only ones 
I know of. I await the pleasure of the 
Senate. We will be ready. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Senator 
from Kansas is on his way now. 

Mr. President. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded.· 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection. it is so ordered. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, will the Sen .. 
ator from Kansas yield for a brief unani
mous consent request? 

Mr. DOLE. I yield to the Senator from 
Georgia. 

AUTHORITY TO SUBMIT CORREC
TIONS IN COMMITTEE REPORT 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, as Senators 

know, the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee was under a considerable time 
pressure to meet the deadline for report
ing the military authorization bill to the 
Senate. The committee received amend
ments to the budget request very late in 
its deliberations on the bill. Due to this 
time pressure, the committee report on 
the bill has several typographical errors 
which I would like to correct. I ask unan
imous consent that there be a star print 
of the report showing the corrections and 
that the corrections be printed in the 
RECORD as follows: 
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1. On page 8, the cha.rt at the top of the 

page should read as follows: 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE BUDGE!' AUTHORITY 

Current dollars: Billion 
1964 ----------------------------- $50.9 
1976 ----------------------------- 96.2 

Constant fiscal rear 1976 dollars: 
1964 ----------------------------- 50.9 
1976 ----------------------------- 106.0 
2. On page 13, under Civilian 1\!a.npow~r 

the phrase "1500 in Air Force." should read 
''500 in Air Force." 

3. On page 14, in the table the number 
"-4,009" should read "-4049." 

4. On page 161, under Junior ROTC the 
phrase "800 to 1200:" should read "1200 to 
2000.'' 

5. On page 141, the last sentence of the 
first full paragraph should read as follows: 
"Oommissarles also receive support in eas 
such as adminJstratlon. routine maintenance, 
security a.nd wazoehousing." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO· 
PRIATIONS AUTHORIZATION ACT, 
1977 
The Senate continued with the consid

eration of the bill CH.R. 12438> to au
thorize appropriations during the fiscal 
year 1977, for procurement of aircraft, 
missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat 
vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, 
and research, development, test and 
evaluation for the Armed Forces, and to 
prescribe the authorized personnel 
strength for each active duty component 
and of the Selected Reserve of each Re· 
serve component of the Armed Forces 
and of civilian personnel of the Depart
ment of Defense, and to authorize the 
military training student loads, and for 
other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1699 

Air. DOLE. Mr. President, I call up my 
amendment No. 1699, and a-sk for its im
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows; 

The senator from Kansas (Mr. DOLE) pro
poses an amendment numbered 1699. 

Mr. DoLE's amendment is as follows: 
On page 17, line 4, strike out "533,700" and 

insert in lieu thereof "534,604". 
On page 24, line 6, strike out "79,500" and 

insert in lieu thereof "92,000". 
On page 25, line 18, strike out "318,4.00'' 

and insert in lieu thereof "318,581". 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, this amend
ment would authorize a Naval Reserve 
drill strength of 92,000. This is a com
promise between the present strength of 
102,000 and the Armed Services Commit
tee recommendation of 79,500. 

This amendment is cosponsored by 
Senators THURMOND, TOWER, WILLIAMS, 
BROCK, and STEVENS. 

DEFEN"SE MANPOV.'ER COMMISSION 

There are numerous reasons why a 
higher Naval Reserve strength is justi
fied. The most important factor is the re-
cent publication of the Defense Man· 
power Commission report. This report 
was released after the Senate Armed 
Services Committee considered the 

strength authorization for the Naval 
Reserve. 

The Defense Manpower Commission 
report states : 

The fiscal year 1976 funded level of 102,000 
appears to be reasonable ... and that to cut 
the drilling reserve by 50,000 ... would save 
drill pay but ... would seem to be o! ques
tionable practicability. 

The Commission further stated that: 
There Js a need for the Navy to make bet

ter use of lts selected reserve. . . . To assign 
and clarify reserve missions . . . to stabillze 
its reserve programs and to improve top-level 
management and support of Naval Reserve 
units. 

MINIMUM NEEDS 

In addition the Navy has carefully 
analyzed what its reserve needs would be 
in the event of a crisis and a full mobili
zation. This analysis is the OP-605 study. 
This study was ordered and personally 
supervised by the Chief of Naval Opera
tions, Adm. James Holloway. 

The full utilization of a 102,000 Naval 
Reserve drill strength has been the per
sonal commitment of the Secretary of 
the Navy, the Chief of Naval Operations 
and the top Navy leadership. I emphasize 
this because it is the first time in recent 
years that the top Navy leadership has 
taken such a strong interest in the Re
serve force. I believe it is important that 
we support this commitment of the Navy 
rather than making it more difficult by 
continuously reducing the Naval Reserve 
strength. 

TOTAL FORCE NOT FARCE 

The Navy's analysis of their Reserve 
force needs is based on the total force 
policy. Under this policy the Active Re
serve is the first source of trained man
power and equipment that the Navy 
would turn to in the event of a crisis 
and a mobilization. 

The proposed strength of 79,500 would 
cut out many units that are very impor
tant to the Navy in the event of a mo
bilization. Based on the committee re
port, it is apparently the committee's in
tention that base and air station support 
personnel would be cut out. In addition 
the load-out personnel for ordinance and 
logistical support units would apparently 
be reduced. 

Mr. President, it is clear that these 
units have a vital mission to perform in 
the event of mobilization. It has been 
stated that the units to be cut back are 
of low priority and that they would have 
little or no specific relationship to early 
deployment plans. While these units are 
obviously not combat units, it is clear 
that in the modern Navy, the combat 
forces cannot operate for very long with
out fuTI logistical support. 

Presently the Navy supply system only 
has an adequate number of active duty 
personnel to operate the system on an 8-
hour-per-day basis. In the event of a cri
sis the supply system would have to be 
put on a 24-hour full-time basis and the 
additional equipment and manpo er to 
accomplish this would have to come from 
the Select Reserve, which this amend
ment authorizes. That is why the reserve 
logistics and supply units that would be 
covered under this amendment are so 
important to the mission of the Navy. 

In addition most of our Navy bases and 
air stations are only operated on a 12-
hour day, 5-day-week basis. The addi
tional personnel and equipment to put 
these facilities on a full-time basis would 
have to come from the Reserve. Without 
a reserve strength of at least 92,000. it 
seems clear that the ability of the NavY 
to accomplish its mission in a crisis 
would be gravely endangered. 

So the units that would be cut under 
the committee proposal present a real 
threat of making our policy of total force 
in to a total farce. 

BALANCED FOllCE 

The bill before the Senate would also 
strike many units that are essential to 
maintaining a balanced force. 

The balanced force concept is based 
on the need to respond to all types of 
crises. For example, in an emergency 
the Navy might have a need for addi· 
tiona! intelligence officers. These addi· 
tiona! officers and units would come from 
the Active Reserve. Or the Navy might 
have the need for additional antisubma
rine warfare units or for units to suppol1 
an amphibious operation by the Marines. 
Based on the committee reports and on 
the debate on the Naval Reserve amend
ment last week. many units would be cut 
out of the Select Reserve that are essen
tial to keeping a balanced force. 

Recently the President signed into law 
the new authority to call up 50,000 re
servists for a period of 90 days. The via
bility of this new law, as I understand. 
depends very much on having a balanced 
force available in the Select Reserve. If 
we disband the units necessary for a bal
anced force, the President might find 
that the units he needs would not be 
available dw·ing a crisis. The 92,000-level 
proposed in this amendment would great
ly improve the ability of the Navy to 
maint::l.in a balanced Naval Reserve 
Force. 

COST EFFECTIVENESS 

Mr. PI·esident, the Naval Reserve is a 
cost effective way for the Navy to main
tain its necessary manpower strength. 
The cost per reservist is about one-fifth 
to one-sixth of what it costs to maintain 
comparable active duty personneL 

This is an especially important factor 
when 52 percent of the defense budget 
is for direct manpower costs alone. This 
does not include the indirect manpower 
costs that go for on-post housing, fringe 
benefits, and other items a-ssociated with 
manpower costs. 

COST 

The cost of this amendment to author
ize a Reserve strength of 92,000 would 
be $12.3 million more than the strength 
authorization of 79,500 as reported out 
of the committee. 

This figure includes the cost of 904 
active duty personnel and 181 civilian 
personnel that would be required to 
maintain the Naval Reserve facilities 
use!i in the training of reservists. These 
active duty and civilian technicians ap-
parently were not included in the bill re
ported by the committee but would be 
required for the 79,500 strength author
ization. The cost also includes the re
duced amount of funds required for "pay 
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category D" personnel that results from 
a higher level of Active Reserve strength. 

It has been stated that the reduction 
of reserve strength to 79,500 as recom
mended by the committee, would simply 
entail the transfer of reservists into pay 
category D. Pay category D involves 
only 2 weeks summer training rather 
than regular weekly or monthly drills. 

However, as a matter of practice it is 
commonly known that most reservists 
that are so transferred will simply leave 
the Naval Reserve. In actuality the 
transfer to pay category D will have 
the effect of cutting these individuals 
out of the service. 

PREVIOUS AMENDMENT 

Mr. President, last week the Senate 
voted on an amendment I offered to 
maintain the Naval Reserve strength at 
its present level. That amendment was 
narrowly defeated by a margin of three 
votes. In recalling that vote it seems clear 
that it could have just as easily gone the 
other way. 

In view of that vote, it appears that 
the Senate may support a Naval Reserve 
strength higher than the 79,500 ap
proved by the Armed Services Commit
tee. The Senator from Kansas strongly 
believes that the strength authorization 
of 102,000 has the strongest case and is 
fully justified. However, this is a com
promise amendment and it is my belief 
that the Senate may approve a strength 
authorization greater than 79,500. 

In swnmary, I would point out that 
the amendment I offered previously was 
to keep the reserve drill strength at 102,-
000. That was narrowly defeated in the 
Senate. The strength approved in the 
House bill was 102,000. The committee 
figure is 79,500. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Kan
sas is convinced that the 92,000 strength 
level is necessary. Due to the fact that 
there are not a great number of Sena
tors on the floor, and we have been 
through this drill strength matter one 
other time, except for the numbers, I 
reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that Gayle Kleweno of 
Senator BAKER's staff have the privilege 
of the Senate floor during the debate on 
H.R. 12438 and any votes thereon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, the commit
tee has carefully reviewed the President's 
budget request for the various kinds of 
Naval Reserve units. Based on that de
tailed study, the committee recommend
ed adding 27,500 to the President's 
budget, for deployment-related units 
ship and aircraft maintenance units: 
units with high technical and profes
sional skills which might in case of emer
gency be called to active duty with the 
Naval Reserve. 

The committee action is a part of an 
overall approach to strengthening the 
Naval Reserve, enhancing the reliance 
on a~d reliability of the Naval Reserve, 
and mcrease the overall effectiveness of 
the total forces of the Department of 
Defense. 

The Dole amendment would seriously 
undermine the committee approach. The 

administration did not request this. The 
Navy themselves testified against it. 

We added a great deal of strength to 
the Naval Reserve above the administra
tion request, and I think the Dole 
amendment would undercut the commit
tee purpose in doing that. 

Therefore, we oppose the amendment. 
Rather than take up more time for this 
debate at this time, I ask unanimous 
consent that 2 minutes be reserved for 
both the Senator from Kansas and my
self to sum up our positions immediately 
before the vote occurs, which I under
stand will occur around 7:30. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, that is 
agreeable with me. Will the Senator from 
Georgia and the Senator from Kansas 
yield back their time at this time? 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I wonder if 
the Senator will yield me 3 minutes. 

Mr. NUNN. At this time? 
Mr. TAFT. Yes, at this time. 
Mr. NUNN. I will yield the Senator 

from Ohio-is this on this subject? 
Mr. TAFT. On the subject. 
Mr. NUNN. I yield the Senator from 

Ohio 3 minutes. 
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I do appre

ciate the position of the distinguished 
Senator from Kansas very much. I am 
very sympathetic to it. I definitely feel 
that we do need more reserves in our 
Navy. Our ships are undermanner today. 
I think further trained and assigned 
Naval Reserve personnel could well fill 
that billet and fill it pretty well. 

I am alarmed, however, by some atti
tudes I find in the Navy with regard to 
this. Frankly the attitudes are or seem 
to be that they really do not feel there is 
much of a role for the Naval Reserve. 
That is particularly true because they do 
not have the ships to put them on as 
Reserve ships or Reserve units, and there 
seems to be some feeling, at least there 
are some classes of vessels that they do 
not want to assign Naval Reserve person
nel to fighting ships of the Navy to fill 
in the unfilled complements on tours of 
duty. 

This seems to me to be a great mistake. 
I have discussed it with the Navy from 
time to time, but frankly, while I get 
some sympathy on it from a number of 
pepole with whom I have discussed it 
with, the NavY also finds that there still 
is really little or nothing done about it. 

So after studying the matter in the 
committee, I came to the opinion that we 
certainly should not increase it further 
but we ought to keep pressure on the 
Navy to take a new hard look at their 
Reserve policies and see to it that they 
do find a real role for the use of their 
Reserves and then go ahead and build 
up our Reserves. 

I think the position of the committee 
was certainly, as the Senator from Geor
gia has mentioned, consistent with that. 
We increased the amount the adminis
tration asked for over by a considerable 
amount of money, but I hope next year 
we will see the Navy come in with a plan 
that will involve active use of the Re
serves that we give them; meanwhile, 
I do not think there is any chance that 

they would be able to use additional ones 
if we set them up, and we would, in ef
fect, be paying money for really little 
benefit to the Nation because merely 
training an army does not do the job. 

Mr. NUNN. May I say in brief response 
to the Senator from Ohio, I completely 
agree. For 2 years now our subcommittee 
has made every effort to try to get the 
NavY to make better use of their Re
serves and to give them better missions. 
The Senator from Georgia will lead the 
way in trying to get an increase in the 
Naval Reserve next year or the year af
ter or whenever the U.S. Navy demon
strate they intend to make good use of 
the Reserve, but I cannot condone nor 
recommend to the Senate that we spend 
$30 million per year on low priority units 
that have no meaningful mission in our 
national security. And that is exactly 
where we are today. 

Mr. President, I reserve at least 2 min
utes of the remainder of my time. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask for the 
yeas and nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

will Mr. DoLE and Mr. NUNN reserve each 
2 minutes of their time on the amend
ment? 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that after yielding I yield 
back all of my time first. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Just yield 
back all but 2 minutes. 

Mr. NUNN. I yield back all but 2 min
utes of my time. 

Mr. DOLE. I yield back all but 2 min
utes of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time, 
with exception of 2 minutes from the 
Senator from Kansas and 2 minutes from 
the Senator from Georgia, has been 
yielded back. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. 

ORDER TO LAY ASIDE DOLE AMENDMENT 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the amend
ment by Mr. DoLE be ~mporarily laid 
aside now until no earlier than 7:30p.m. 
tonight. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1693 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I call up my 
amendment No. 1693. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator f,;om Ohio (Mr. TAFT) for 
himself and Mr. Bartlett proposes an amend
ment No. 1693. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 37, between lines 17 and 18, insert 

a. new section as follows: 
"SEc. 809. Notwithstanding any other pro

vision of this Act, the President is author
ized to use funds authorized to be appropri
ated by this Act for the procurement of the 
three production models of the B--1 bomber 
aircraft prior to February 1, 1977, 1f he de
termines at any time prior to such date that 
the production of such aircraft will improve 
chances for successful negotiations with the 
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Soviet Union at the Strategic Arms Ltmita
tion Talks regarding mutual limitations on 
strategic armaments.". 

On page 37, line 18, strike out "SEc. 809" 
and insert in lieu thereof "SEc. 810". 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, in the dis
cussion on reservation by the unanimous
consent request a little earlier time this 
evening, we did commence by discussing 
what had led to the situation in which 
we find ourselves insofar as this amend
ment is concerned. I am not going to go 
into that at any great detail further to
day. 

But I do call up this amendment be
cause I have a serious problem with the 
Culver amendment as it was agreed to 
without any limitation on it. 

It seems to me that it raises questions 
with regard to the negotiating ability of 
the President in the SALT talks or in
deed, 1n any other talks in which we 
might become involved. And in order to 
discuss that in any intelligent context 
we have to take a look at the various 
weapons systems that we have in our 
strategic arsenal 

I shall review for the Senate at this 
time that general picture. 

I think that this element of our na
tional defense, which is by any measure 
the most vital to our national existence, 
should be very carefully considered by 
the Senate at this time. I am speaking of 
our strategic nuclear deterrence forces. 

There is to me no question that the 
maintenance of strategic deterrence 
must be among the highest of our na
tional priorities. There are, indeed, many 
important national goals-some military 
related, many not-toward which we 
work, and to the achievement of which 
we, in Congress, dedicate our national 
resources. I ViOuld, however, suggest that 
despite the importance of these goals, 
there is only one among them upon 
which, and upon which alone, the very 
survival of this Nation depends: That of 
maintaining strategic deterrence. 

Because our strategic deterrence forces 
have always been adequate to their task, 
we tend to forget about them. Indeed, it 
is not pleasant. to think about them, be
cause it is not pleasant to think about 
what would happen should they fail or if 
they should no longer be credible. 

The price of a fatlw·e of strategic de
terrence would be international nuclear 
war or subservience to nuclear blackmail 
at the sacrifice of freedom. 

What, in general terms, must we do to 
insure that deterrence does not fail? 

First, we must take our deterrence 
forces seriously. We must not assume 
blithely that, because they have suc
ceeded in maintaining deterrence over 
the past 30 years, we can pick and chip 
away at them. that we can comfortably 
talk of "overkill' • and let our deterrence 
forces fend for themselves. Such atti
tudes, such unconcern, contain some po
tential for utter and irretrievable ca
tastrophe. 

Second. we must realize that there is 
no cost effectiveness for deterrence. The 
cost of a failure of deterrence is incal
culable; therefore, there is no cost too 
great to pay for maintaining deterrence. 
A decision that we cannot afford a weap-

on system necessary for the maintenance 
of strategic deterrence is, by definition, a 
decision either to surrender or to com
mit collective suicide. 

Third, we must be extremely cautious 
about tampering with the heretofore 
successful structure of our deterrence 
force. It would be a rash man who would 
suggest experimenting in this area, who 
would abandon the structure which has 
proven successful, simply because it has 
worked. There are areas where we, as 
Senators, have a responsibility to see that 
no resources are committed beyond the 
bare minimum needed to do the job. But 
this is not such an area. Strategic deter
rence is not such a place to cut to the 
bone, to make fine calculations of just 
how much is enough. Far better that we 
should have some surplus capability, even 
at a high dollar price, than that we 
should cut too finely and pay the infinite 
cost of a failw·e of deterrence. In thic; 
area, the wise man walks carefully and 
with reverence for that which has suc
ceeded. 

The ba-sic structure of our deterrence 
force is the Triad-the combination of 
bombers, ICBM's and SLBM's. It is this 
Triad structure which creates the deter
rence-producing uncertainties in the 
minds of our opponents. It is this Triad 
structure which is the very basis of our 
deterrence force. It is this Triad struc
ture which has been successful; and, as I 
noted earlier, it is a bold man who would 
propose to experiment with success in this 
area. 

What do we need to maintain our suc
cessful deterrence force structure, the 
Triad? There are, in this military pro
curement bill, several programs which 
are vital, if the Triad is to be main
tained. 

The first of these is the Trident
Ohio-class--submarine. There are sev
eral qualities which are important to a 
ballistic missile submarine, if it is to re
main undetected by potential attackers 
and thus able to carry out its deterrence 
mission. The two most important of these 
qualities are the range of its missiles 
and the quietness of the submarine. 

Missile range is of great importance be
cause it is the range of the missile which 
determines how much of the ocean is 
usable by the submarine. If the missile 
range is too short, the submarine must 
remain close to the potential enemy's 
coasts and thus vulnerable to his anti
submarine ships and aircraft. The longer 
the submarine can cruise while re
maining in range of its targets, the 
greater the potential opponent's ASW 
problems. The missile which the Trident 
submarine will carry will have a range of 
over 4,000 miles--compared with the 
2,900-mile range of our current SLBM. 
Subsequent missiles for the Trident will 
have an even greater range/payload ca
pability. I note that the SSN-8 ballistic 
missile in the Soviet Delta-class sub
marine, currently in service, has a range 
of 4,200 miles. These submarines can sit 
at their docks in Petropavlovsk and hit 
every city in my State of Ohio. 

The Trident submvrin~ will also be 
materially more quiet than our current 
Poseidon class. Quietness is a key factor 

in a subma1ine's ability to avoid detec
tion; a principal means of finding a sub
marine is through underwater listening 
devices, which can pick up underwater 
noise hundreds of miles away. 

If we are to maintain the Triad, we 
need the Trident submarine. We need the 
deterrence capability given by its in
creased ability to avoid hostile ASW 
forces. 

Another system which we need if we 
are to maintain the Triad is the B-1 
bomber. One of the three basic elements 
of the Triad is a manned bomber. With
out an effective, modern, strategic bomb
er, you do not have a Triad-you have 
abandoned our successful deterrence 
force structure. and have decided to ex
periment with deterrence. The only al
ternative to abandoning the Triad is the 
B-1, because it is the only modern stra
tegic bomber available to us. The B-52 is 
increasingly outdated in design, and the 
actual planes are wearing out. The FB-
111 is only capable of one-way missions, 
and, more importantly, it is physically 
too small to carry the advanced electron
ics which will be necessary to penetrate 
the Soviet air defenses of the 1980's and 
1990's. Forward based, they would be vul
nerable to a first strike. Proposed cruise 
missile carriers are not strategic bomb
ers at all; they would be converted 
transport or civilian airliners, and would 
be incapable of penetrating any hostile 
air defenses. They would be extremely 
vulnerable because of their tactical in
flexibility. They have only one tactic: ap
proach the borders of a hostile country 
and launch their missiles. Long-range 
interceptors or long-range air defense 
missiles would be an effective answer to 
such a system. 

Another point that needs to be made in 
relation to the B-1 is that Soviet civil 
defense programs are increasing. More 
and more Soviet targets, not on!y mili
tary targets but also industrial targets, 
are receiving defensive hardening and 
extensive air defense forces are in being. 
This makes them less vulnerable to the 
comparatively small warheads on our 
!tlinuteman and our sea-launched mis
siles. 

There is also considerable evidence
growing evidence, unfortunately-that 
the Soviets in their civil defense activities 
and in their defensive attitudes at the 
present time have their entire manned 
control and communications systems in 
l'elatively hardened sites, underground 
sites. They have very extensive plans for 
covering up their industry in a mobiliza
tion situation in very simple ways, but 
nevertheless ways that are quite effective. 

They already have a dispersion of their 
industry over their entire nation that is 
certainly greatly in excess of our own, 
whicl: is more or less concentrated in a 
number of areas. 

They also have a very excellent civil 
defense system under which they are in
structing people throughout Russia in 
what steps they should take in the event 
of a nuclear attack. This has led some 
experts, including one with whom I 
talked recently, "'·ho \':as present at the 
SALT talks in the original SALT agree
ment and was one of our nezotiatcrs at 
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that time, to believe that our deterrence 
capability, insofar as our ability to de
stroy their manufacturing establish
ments is concerned, or even to have a ma
jor threat against their population, has 
been decreased greatly in the last few 
years, going down from perhap 50 per
cent, which we have been talking about, 
to as low as 5 percent, in the estimation 
of this one expert with whom I talked 
on the subject. 

The manned bomber, on the other 
hand, can carry bombs with the capabil
ity needed to destroy these hardened tar
gets. This is very important, if deter
rence is to be effective. If the Soviets 
believe our retaliatory forces cannot 
destroy their key installations, then 
deterrence is weakened. We must pre
serve the capability to attack hardened 
targets, and, with the exception of our 
small number of Titan missiles, only our 
bombers have this capability. 

Thus, the B-1 is necessary if we are 
to maintain the Triad. There is no al
ternative to it, other than to abandon 
the Triad structure of our deterrence 
force. Is it expensive? Yes. But I return 
to the point; can you play cost effective
ness with deterrence, where the price of 
failure-of just one failure-is nuclear 
holocaust? The Triad structure is the 
only deterrence system which we know 
does work. 

There is one further portion of the 
bill before us which relates to our Triad. 
This is the authorization for the con
tinued procurement of Minuteman mis
siles. We had some debate on this meas
ure earlier today. The outcome of the 
debate on the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Massachusetts certain
ly gives me pause for a number of rea
sons, because it attempts to cut down on 
our capabilities in the field of the land
based ICBM. The land-based ICBM re
mains a vital part of the Triad. By pro
curing these a-dditional Minutemen, we 
will strengthen this component of our 
force. The Minuteman ITI is superior to 
the Minuteman II, which would be re
placed by these additional ill's, in all 
respects. Minuteman m is a MIRVed 
missile. Equally important, it is better 
hardened against blast effects, and thus 
more survivable. Both aspects contribute 
to better deterrence. 

I listened with interest to the com
ments of the distinguished Senator from 
Utah on this issue earlier today, and I 
must say that I find myself very much in 
agreement with him. The information 
that has been coming through as to 
what the Russians are doing with their 
ICBM's is quite frightening. I will go into 
that in somewhat more detail at a later 
point tonight. 

The committee was assured that this 
pz·ocurement of Minuteman will not im
pact negatively on our Trident program. 
If the Vladivostok agreement is institu
tionalized in a new SALT treaty then 
these missiles would not be procured, or 
at least they would not be fitted with a 
MIRVed warhead. They will only be 
procured with MffiV's if there is no 
SALT agreement based on Vladivostok; 
in which case, of course, they will not 
impact on the number of MIRV's we can 
deploy, and thus on Trident. I agree with 

those who favor the submarine-launched 
missiles over land-based ICBM's; the 
point is that no tradeoff is involved here. 

Each of these programs strengthens 
one of the three arms of the Triad. Each 
of those arms is needed, not only because 
without any one of them we will have 
abandoned the Triad, but because, on its 
own, each has its vulnerabilities'. 

The bomber has always been some
what vulnerable to hostile interceptors 
and to antiaircraft defenses, as well as 
to attacks on its bases. I would point out 
that some bombers have always gotten 
through, and I have confidence in the 
ability of a modern bomber with defense 
countermeasures such as the B-1, :flying 
fast and low, to penetrate any air de
fense. Nonetheless, the bomber has its 
vulnerabilities; and a deterrence force 
based solely on bombers would be a 
risky way to insure our national exist
ence. 

Similarly, land-based ICBM's are po
tentially vulnerable to first strikes by 
opposing ballistic missile forces. Large 
numbers of enemy ICBM's, equipped 
with multimegaton warheads and high
precision guidance systems, could pose 
a threat to any land-based ICBM system. 
I do not intend to say that we now face 
such a threat; we do not, and I am con
fident in the high survivability of our 
land-based missiles against the current 
threat. We must note, however, that the 
Soviets are increasing both the size of 
their missiles and the accuracy of 
their guidance systems. It is not incon
ceivable that we could, in the not-too
distant future, face a threat to our land
based missiles that would have to con
cern us. 

Our submarine-launched missiles are, 
at present, our least vulnerable strategic 
retaliation force. That does not mean, 
however, that they are invulnerable. As 
I noted last year during the debate on 
this subject, the Soviets are doing in
tensive research into antisubmarine war
fare. They are developing new means of 
area search for submarines, including 
possibly some that can be used from 
satellites. They may also be preparing to 
use the SSN-13-a land-based missile 
previously-in an antisubmarine role, or 
even possibly ICBM's. It is possible that 
the Soviets could achieve a major break
through in ASW; in which case a force 
based solely on missile-firing submarines 
would put the Nation at great risk. 

Have we found, in the ballistic missile 
submarine, a strategic weapon which is 
invulnerable now and for the foreseeable 
future? The answer, I think, is that we 
have not, that the submarine will remain 
a vital part of the Triad; but that all 
systems, individually, have potential 
vulnerabilities. That, I suggest, is why 
we continue to need a Triad. And that 
is the reason why I hope my colleagues 
will join me in supporting the programs 
we must have if we are to maintain the 
Triad: The Trident subn'larine, which is 
I noted, will be far less vulnerable to 
ASW than the present Poseidon; the 
B-1 bomber; and the additional Minute
man m ICBM's. 

Mr. President, I am going to go fur
ther into some of these items at a later 
time when the time arrives for a vote. 
At the present time, unless someone else 

wishes the floor, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I mentioned 
a few minutes ago some of the develop
ments that we see in the Russian ICBM 
threat. I particularly want to call to the 
attention of the Senate at this time a 
publication which I think was delivered 
to all Senators. Certainly, it was deliv
ered to me. It is called "SALT II, Promise 
or Precipice?" It is produced by the Cen
ter for Advanced International Studies 
of the University of Miami in conjunc
tion with the international security 
studies program of the Fletcher School 
of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts Univer
sity. There is a monograph prepared by 
Prof. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr., and Jac
quelyn K. Davis, working with him. 

It goes in great detail into the back
ground of all of the weapons systems in 
connection with the SALT II negotia
tions. I particularly call that to the at
tention of the Members of the Senate. 

The portion that I wanted to discuss 
particularly with the Senate today is 
with regard to the Backfire airplane that 
the Russians have developed and still 
claim is not a strategic system. The 
Backfire is a supersonic aircraft, some
what smaller than our B-1, but with 
many similarities to it in its capabilities. 

I wish to read in particular from a 
portion of this monograph starting on 
page 20: 

Since SALT I, and in particular the Vladi
vostok summit, the Soviet Union appears to 
have modified its definition of strategic by 
its acquiescence in dropping forward-based 
systems (FBS) from the SALT II agenda. 
The Soviet concession on this issue has been 
interpreted as evidence of the success of 
SALT and the convergence of positions 
through "frank" discussion of respective 
superpower perspectives on national security. 
Yet Moscow's reversal on FBS could also be 
viewed as a hedge against the inclusion of 
Backfire in SALT, as well as other Soviet 
forward nuclear-capable systems that could 
strike targets in the United States. Since 
cruise missiles have the potential to pose 
a significant threat to Soviet territory, the 
Soviet Union has held that they are strategic 
systems and must be subject to SALT limi
tations. Backfire, on the other hand, is not a 
strategic system, Moscow contends, since it 
was designed for use as a peripheral theater 
weapon and has a range of only 3,570 miles, 
when flying at supersonic speeds, and thus 
should not be considered for discussion at 
SALT. 

That is a quote from this monograph 
as to what the Soviet position is. 

Further quoting from the monograph, 
I call the following to the attention of 
the Senate: 

Backfire flying a supersonic profile is a 
central. strategic system if refueled or for
ward-deployed, the criteria according to 
which the U.S. B-52 has been defined as 
strategic in SALT. A subsonic profile, which 
would greatly enhance its range capability, 
is also possible for Backfire since U.S. air de
fenses are virtually nonexistent. Flying sub
sonically and carrying a 10,000-pound pay-
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load, Backfire it deployed from any m~jor 
operational air base in the Soviet Unwn, 
could strike all targets in the continental 
United States and return to the Soviet Union 
without refueling. Carrying a 20,000-pound 
payload-and that would include quote a 
number of nuclear weapons-Backfire, unre
fueled, could strike 98 per cent of targets 
in the United States and return to its home 
base. During the 1972 OKEAN W?rldwide 
military exercise, which reportedly mcluded 
simulation of an all-out nuclear attack 
against the United States, two squadrons of 
Backfire were observed to participate, albeit 
in a minor mode. Since then, one Backfire 
squadron is known to have been assigned to 
Soviet long range aviation, while a second 
has been attached to the naval air arm and 
a third is being formed for deployment in 
Eastern Europe. The development of a sec
ond more advanced version of the bomber, 
cod~-named by NATO Backfire B,t{) further 
weakens the Soviet case for excluding Back
fire from SALT or for defining it as a non
strategic system. 

In its January 1976 proposal, the United 
States would have been permitted to deploy 
unlimited numbers of air-launched cruise 
missiles with ranges of 1,500 miles, but each 
heavy bomber carrying twelve to twenty 
ALCMs and/or SRAMs would be subject to 
inclusion under the Vladivostoq ceiling of 
1 320 on MIRVed launchers. Submarine
l~unched cruise missiles would be restricted 
to a range of 360 miles-a proposal that, tn 
effect, would deny the longer range sea
launched cruise missile under development 
by the United States one of the principal 
missions for which it has been designed, 
since few important targets lie within 360 
miles of u.s. submarines operating from the 
100-to-200-fathom mark off the coast of the 
Soviet Union. 

The net effect of this proposal would prob
ably be to curtail, if not eliminate, both the 
strategic and tactical cruise missile programs 
of the u.s. Navy, since it would probably be 
difficult for the U.S. Congress to justify con
tinued appropriations for research on a 
weapons system whose deployment had been 
restricted in SALT. The termination of the 
Navy's strategic cruise missile program would 
have serious spill-over effects for the ALCM 
program, since much of the basic R&D for 
both programs has been undertaken by the 
Navy. Since 1974, the Navy's strategic cruise 
missile program has had the task of design
ing studies and concepts that would permit 
SLCMs to be deployed from B-52 aircraft. 
Both of the companies in competition for 
the Navy contract to build SLCMs submitted 
designs that have been fit-tested in the 
SRAM rack of the B-52. The only major dis
tinction between the launch of an SLCM 
and an ALCM from a B-52 is that of range, 
since 25 to 50 per cent of Tomahawk's pay
load is lost if the SLCM is to fit on a SRAM 
rack. The ALCM achieves a slightly greater 
range than the SLCM. 

The point that I would like to make 
with regard to the SLCM and the B-1 
bomber is that the B-1 is capable of car
rying the SLCM or the ALCM, for tJ:tat 
matter, and is far more capable of domg 
so than our present M-47's. With the 
very excellent air defense and civil de
fense capabilities that the Russians have 
in existence, even at the present time, 
and certainly with what is going to be 
developed, I think we can easily f~r~ee 
that even with the superior capab1bties 
of the B-1 bomber over the B-52 bomber, 
within a period of perhaps 10 years, per
haps less, the B-1 may well need the 
SLCM or the ALCM as a weapon under 
a number of circumstances. It would cer-

tainly give a great deal of latitude to the 
way in which this weapon could be used. 
One of the great virtues of the weapon, 
of course, is its latitude of operational 
development. 

It could still, of course, use the SRAM, 
which is a hard-target type of weapon, 
but the cruise missile by that time may 
have developed a further hard-target 
capability, and today it certainly coul~ 
be used as soon as we have any B-1 s 
available in the less heavily guarded tar
get scenario. 

In this regard, in this same mono
graph, on page 2, in discu~sing tJ:le m~t
ter of these ail·craft carrymg crwse rms
siles or other types of weapons, Mr. 
Pfaltzgra:ff observed: 

Although cruise missiles deployed in a 
strategic mode lack sufficient speed and pay
load to pose a major first-strike threat 
against hard targets, they can strike targets 
such as bombers, airfields and related de
fense/industri&l sites with great accuracy. 
Each u.s. B-52 can carry twenty ALCMs, 
while the B-1 could carry up to twenty-four 
cruise missiles. Together with SRAMs, the 
ALCM could be used to improve the pene
tration capacity of manned bombers by sup
pressing enemy surve1llance and ground 
radars and diverting missile interceptors 
when employed with dummy warheads. Un
like SRAM, which is effective only up to 
ranges of 100 miles, the long range of ALCMs 
enables them to be launched without first 
having to penetrate enemy defenses in depth. 
The cruise missile, with its small radar cross
section and lower infrared output, is more 
difficult to detect With airborne radar, while 
its nap-of-the-earth trajector makes it a 
challenge to ground radars as well. Cruise 
missiles thus enhance the utillty of the 
manned bomber as a strategic system. Be
cause the bomber, unlike the ballistic missile, 
is recallable, cruise missiles deployed on a 
launch platform such as a manned bomber 
benefit from the fiexibiity of control. Their 
weakness is that, once detected, they become 
highly vulnerable to terminal-point defenses 
around valued targets because of their in
ability to detect and counter defense threats. 

That, I think, makes the point very 
well that the cruise missile can be a great 
addition to the capabilities of the B-1 
rather than being an argument, as some 
have argued in the committee discus
sions that we did not need the B-1 be
caus~ we have the cruise missile. Quite 
the contrary is true. The cruise missile 
alone does not have the hard target capa
bility, as I just pointed ~ut .. ~ut even 
more important, the availability of a. 
manned bomber that can make a. degree 
of penetration makes the likely detection 
and defense against a cruise missile a lot 
less credible, and adds greatly to the po
tentiality of this new weapon that I be
lieve is an extremely important one. I 
call that to the attention of the Senate. 

Just in the last day or two, the 20th of 
May in regard to this entire area, I do 
note' a dispatch from Tass political ob
server Vladimir Goncharvo, writing as 
follows: 

It does not attend meetings, deliver 
speeches or give interviews, nevertheless it 
plays an important part in the election cam
paign battles, now unfolding in the United 
states. Contenders for the supreme govern
ment post in the USA find it useful to be 
standing next to it in a. picture. It's sharp 
beak, glassy eyes, and widespread wings rub 
shoulders on newspaper pages with the em-

blems of the biggest American political 
parties. 

It is the test sample of the new strategic 
bomber "B-1". 

The first thing to be said about it is that 
it costs an astronomical amount of money. 
The American press says it might beat all 
cost records and become one of the most ex
pensive arms systems ever developed at the 
Pentagon's request. 

According to the critics of the "B-l's series 
production-and there are such in the USA, 
including among the knowledgeable persons 
accepted in Congress circles-this pro
gramme is not absolutely necessary for the 
country's security. 

They hope we will believe that, I guess. 
Even so some of the presidential con

tenders and even those of them who were op
posed to the "B-1" for the above-mentioned 
reasons, now declare that they may revise 
their attitude to it after becoming President. 
It is probably not the "B-1" itself, but an 
unwillingness to fall out with the military 
industrial complex and the political figures 
who chose the so-called Soviet military men
ace to the USA as their election theme. It is 
not a new theme and is taken up every time 
the war budget has to be increased or an ex
pensive project has to be pushed through. 
Now again there are some who hope to drag 
the production of the "B-1" through the 
American Congress under cover of the elec
tion campaign noise. 

Then he goes on, and this is the part 
I particularly want to call to the atten
tion of the Senate: 

To produce or not to produce a.n arms sys
tem 1s naturally an internal affair of the 
United States. But internationally, the put
ting of the "B-1" into serious production Will 
certainly not assist the limitation of stra
tegic armaments, what is more, it Will un
doubtedly whip up the arms race and new 
military spending. 

It is obvious that Moscow does not like 
the B-1, so I would suggest this means 
that it is indeed extremely important to 
our negotiations, and my amendment is 
tailored, as I think it shows from its own 
language, to indicate that. 

Now, M1". Preseident, I would like to go 
a little further into this matter. I have 
here an Air University Review of March 
and April 1976 relating to the role of the 
strategic bomber. It reads as follows: 

Much has been written about the Triad 
of strategic weapons that provide the back
bone for this country's deterrent posture. 
The synergistic effects of our land-based bal
listic missiles sea-launched missiles, and 
manned strategic bombers greatly com
pound the problems faced by any would-be 
attacker who contemplates a nuclear Pearl 
Harbor to rob this country of its striking 
force. These weapons are mutually sup
porting. 

The role of the manned bomber is unique. 
It alone can be launched on warning and 
maintained in a nearly invulnerable airborne 
alert, under positive control, while negotia
tions proceeds to resolve a crisis situation. 
It alone takes advantage of national decision
making capability in a changing conflict situ
ation, and it alone can be recalled when the 
crisis is over. 

It is generally well known that for almost 
two decades following World War II the 
manned strategic bomber was our most im
portant deterrent weapon. Indeed, for over 
a decade, until the advent of the ballistic 
missile, it was our only strategic deterrent. 
What is not so widely recognized is the de
gree to which our deterrent posttu·e still 
depends on the bomber. 
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SALT negotiations have resulted in a form 

of parity in total strategic offensive delivery 
vehicles, as shown in Figure 1. Most of the 
Soviet payload is carried in missiles, however, 
while approximately half of the U.S. capa
bility depends on the strategic bomber force. 
This past and present dependence is indi
cated in Figure 2, which breaks out the inter
continental bombers separately. 

If we allow our bomber force to become 
obsolete, so that it can no longer survive or 
penetrate the enemy's improved defenses, it 
could in time cease to be an effective de
terrent. Failure to modernize the bomber 
force, then, would unilaterally decrease our 
strategic capability by some fifty percent. 

WHY A NEW BOMBER? 

The B-52 has been the mainstay of our 
strategic deterrent since it was first produced 
in the early 1950s. Since that time it has gone 
through a number of model changes, the last 
being the G and H models. Additionally, the 
B-52s in the operational inventory have had 
a number of modifications to add power and 
increase structural life. 

These continuing modifications have in
creased the useful operational life of this 
outstanding aircraft to a full thirty years. 
When finally retired, it will have fiown 
through half the history of aviation. With 
further modifications we might keep tt 
fiying longer, but the B-52 will still be the 
same size, the same aerodynamic shape, and 
thus w1ll still have similar aerodynamic drag 
and radar cross section. Relatively Uttle can 
be done to improve its reaction time. And it 
will lose its capabllity to penetrate Soviet 
territory as their defenses become increas
ingly more sophisticated. In time, the B-52 
will cease to be a credible deterrent. 

Compared to the B-52, the FB-111 is, of 
course, a more modem aircra.ft with higher 
speed and better low-level performance. 
However, it is simply too small to perform 
the operational mission of the B-1. Air 
Force studies of "stretched" versions of the 
FB-111 with new engines have shown that 
its capacity for carrying weapons and fuel 
is much too small to make it a viable al
ternative to the B-1. Aside from the fact 
that it would not cover all targets of in
terest, cost-effectiveness studies have indi
cated that as many as ten times the number 
of aircraft (plus additional tankers) would 
be required, rendering it a much more costly 
and less effective option. 

NECESsARY ATTRIBUTES OF A FOLLOW-ON 
BOMBER 

To deter war, a follow-on bomber mU3t 
possess two specific attributes: it must be 
able to survive a surprise attack and it must 
be able to penetrate an enemy's defenses. 
There are other requirements-many 
others-but these two are primary. And the 
B-1 has been designed with these foremost 
in mind. 

Abllity to Survive a Surprise Attack.
One of the unique features of the manned 
bomber force is the ability to launch on 
warning, thereby achieving an additional 
measure of invulnerabillty. There need be 
no question of confidence in the strategic 
warning system. for the bomber force re
mains under positive command control. But 
the bomber must be able to take off follow
ing a minimum warning, such as might be 
expected from an attack by sea-launched 
ballistic misslles (SLBM). The bomber 
should have a short takeoff run to enable it 
to get into the air quickly and be able to 
accelerate rapidly to high speeds and escape 
a base that may be under attack. It should 
be hardened to the effects of nuclear blast 
and radiation, and its design should permit 
dispersal to a significant number of airfields. 
These requirements have greatly infiuenced 
the design of the B-1. 

The B-1 is designed to launch in less than 
half the time of the B-52. With its swing-

wing in the forward position, it has a rela
tively short takeoff roll; it can accelerate 
rapidly after takeoff to a higher speed than 
that attainable by the B-52. It is the first 
aircraft specifically designed to a high blast 
and radiation hardness requirement, and 
even its white paint plays a significant part 
in reflecting the radiant heat from a nuclear 
blast. The combination of these factors will 
enable up to sixteen B-1s to survive an at
tack severe enough to permit escape by only 
one B-52. Further, the smaller B-1 has been 
designed to utilize about 150 more airfields 
than the wider B-52, thus permitting wider 
dispersion in times of crisis. This feature 
further increases the B-1 ·s survivability po
tential and enormously complicates a poten
tial aggressor's offensive problem. 

Ability to Penetrate.-The other primary 
requirement of the bomber force is penetra
tion. This requirement, more than all others, 
has driven the design of the B-1. Both the 
B-52 and the B-1 can fiy to the enemy de
fenses. The B-1 carries a significantly greater 
payload, and its swing-wing and specially 
tailored fan-jet engines use less fuel; but 
both will get to enemy territory. Today and 
for an indeterminate time dependent largely 
on our adversaries' actions, the B-52 can 
penetrate those defenses. In the period from 
1985 and beyond, however, the B-52's pene
tration task would be extremely difficult, and 
the B-1 will be available. The B-1 could 
penetrate under the enemy's radar near tree
top level at high subsonic speeds. This high
speed, low-altitude requirement largely dic
tates the swing-wing design, even if a super
sonic fiight capability were not desired. The 
low radar cross section is also significant, 
denying acqUisition until the B-1 is within 
one-half to one-third the acquisition range 
of the B-52. To complete the enemy's defen
sive problems further, a sophisticated defen
sive countermeasures system will automatic
ally (or manually, U desired) acquire and 
jam a wide range of enemy acquisition 
radars. 

The inherent capability of the B-1 to fly 
at high supersonic speeds further compli
cates the enemy defenses by requiring a de
fensive capability to defend against high
altitude supersonic attack. The fiexibility to 
fl.y any combination of these missions is the 
best guarantee of a reliable penetration ca
pability. 

TO LEARN FROM THE PAST ••• 

Each successive aircraft design should re
sult in a better product than its predecessor. 
But each successive design is a harder and 
usually costlier job. One has knowledge of 
additional problems that are to be avoided 
and capabilities that are highly desirable. 
The B-52 experienced fatigue problems re
quiring major wing rework. The F-111 had 
a major wing root p.roblem with the use of 
high carbon steel, requiring costly inspection 
and retrofit. The c-5 experienced static load 
problems in the design of its wings. All air
craft designed to date face problems with 
windshield bird impact. Obviously we do not 
wish to encounter these problems with the 
B-1. 

In addition to the normal technical prob
lems in designing and developing a large 
swing-wing aircraft with significantly high
er performance than that previously at
tained, we-undertook to avoid the problems 
of the past. To accomplish this, we were the 
first to institute fracture mechanics as a 
requirement from the time of cont1·act 
award. Special fracture-tough alloys were 
specified, and hundreds of aircraft specimens 
and sections of various size were tested t() 
failure. If fatigue cracks did not develop 
by the end of the specified test cycles, they 
were artificially induced, and the specimens 
were then subjected to design limit loads. To 
assure a fatigue life at least equal to that 
o.f the B- 52, a B-1 lifetime of 13,500 hours 

was specified, and aircraft components were 
designed to withstand !our times this serv
ice. 

Major sectiol_s of the aircraft were sub
jected to static tests. The aft fuselage, with 
its massive titanium spindle that holds the 
movable horizontal tail, was static-tested 
to limit load and on to ultimate load in a 
number of fiight conditions. The aircraft's 
critical wing carry-through section, which 
connects to fuselage components and to the 
movable wings by pivot pins, was simllarly 
tested. An additional series of large struc
tural specimens will shortly commence four 
lifetimes of fatigue testing. 

The logical progression of structural tests 
ls from parts, to major structural specimens, 
to a complete airplane. The number 2 air
craft has been designed and instrumented 
for structural tests and has undergone static 
testing to design limit loads in a specially 
designed fixture at Lockheed-California at 
Palmdale. During these ground tests the 
2000-odd strain gages were calibrated for use 
in subsequent flight loads testing 1n actual 
fiight. 

NEW DYNAW.JCf; 

The actual aerodynamic design of the air
craft is believed to be the most comprehen
sive yet undertaken. Over 22,000 hours of ' 
wind-tunnel testing have been conducted to 
confirm and improve the design, utilizing 44 
models in 18 difierent wind tunnels. 

Subsystems.-<Joncurrent with basic aero 
and structures design and tests, the designs 
of the various subsystems received their own 
qualification. A fiight control mockup, dub
bed the "Iron Bird," accumulated over 1800 
hours in operating mass-simulated control 
surfaces with the actual hydraulic plumbing 
and components. Of particular interest was 
the operation of specially designed actuators 
and motors utilized in a 4000-psi hydraulic 
system. 

The landing gear was tested through hun
dreds of cycles, and tires, brakes, and shim
my dampers were similarly tested in special
ly designed simulators. 

Unique Features.-By and large, the B-1 
design does not "push" the state of the art. 
It does, however, use the latest techniqu'3s 
and developments to attain a substantial im
provement in overall performance. Among 
the unique features are an Electronic Multi
plex System (EMUX), which avoids the use 
of some 30,000 wire segments; a Central In
tegrated Test System (CITS), which records 
3148 system measurement items during 
fiight to provide trending data !or extended 
usage of engines and other components-as 
well as maintenance data for rapid turn
around. The 240-volt power system is vir
tually unique to aircraft design, as is the 
4000-psi hydraulic system. 

But perhaps the most distinctive feature 
of all is the overall redundancy require
ment-the aircraft is designed to "fail oper
ational, !ail safe." In brief, this means t'l.lat 
the aircraft must still be able to accompllsh 
its operational mission after !allure of any 
one major subsystem. 

It must be able to sustain an addition
al failure of that subsystem and still be 
able to land safely. With few exceptions, 
the present design meets these require
ments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour 
of 7:30 having arrived, the pending busi
ness becomes the amendment of the 
Senator from Kansas, Mr. DoLE, in which 
2 minutes are reserved for the Senator 
from Kansas <Mr. DoLE), and 2 minutes 
reserved for the Senator from Georgia 
<Mr. NUNN). Who yields time? If time is 
not yielded, time will run equally against 
both sides. 
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Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that I may pro
ceed for 4 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I would ask 
someone to get in touch with the two 
Senators and get them here while my 4 
minutes are running. 

Mr. President, I yield the fioor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. 1\TUNN. Mr. President, I urge the 

defeat of the Dole amendment. This 
amendment would increase by 12,500 the 
Naval Reserve strength above the recom
mended committee level. It would also 
1·equire increases of 904 active duty Navy 
and 181 Navy civilian strength. It would 
cost $30 million. It is not budgeted. It 
would be against the administration rec
ommendation and the Navy recommend
ation. 

I will fully join the Senator from Kan
sas when the Navy demonstrates that it 
can give its units, and will give its units, 
meaningful missions. These are low 
priority units. The committee looked very 
carefully into this matter. We added back 
all the units that had meaningful skills 
that could be readily deployed in any 
kind of likely scenario, but we did not 
think we should force upon the Navy 
units they did not want, did not ask for, 
and say that they cannot use. These are 
low priority units. This is a $30 million 
expenditure and I urge defeat of the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the Senator 
from Kansas will just empha.size what I 
said last week and again earlier today. 
The House bill provides a drill strength 
of 102,000. The Senate committee has 
recommended 79,500. The amendment of 
the Senator from Kansa.s would author
ize a reserve drill strength of 92,000. I 
might say, as the Senator from Georgia. 
has. I would be happy to join in cutting 
the Reserve strength if I thought there 
was not a suitable mission. I have been 
urging the Navy to do what everyone 
has urged, and that is to beef up theRe
serve program, to bring about some ob
jective mission. I think that is being done. 

Earlier I referred to the statement 
and testimony of the Defense Manpower 
Commission report which indicated this 
is a proper level. I just believe that with 
the 92,000 level, those Senators in the 
conference can work out a reasonable 
compromise. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is expired. The question is on the amend
ment of the Senator from Kansas. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. DURKIN <when his name wal:i 
called). Present. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from South Dakota 
(Mr. ABOUREZK), the Senator from Idaho 
<Mr. CHURCH), the Senator from Indiana 
<Mr. HARTKE), the Senator from Wyo
ming <Mr. McGEE), the Senator from 
New Mexico (Mr. MONTOYA), the Sena
tor from Rhode Island, (Mr. PASTORE), 

the Senator from Missouri <Mr. SYMING
TON), the Senator from California (Mr. 
TuNNEY) , the Senator from Vh·ginia 
(Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, Jr.), the Senator 
from Mississippi (Mr. EASTLAND), the 
Senator from Minnesota <Mr. HuM
PHREY), the Senator from Michigan (Mr. 
PHILIP A. HART) , and the Senator from 
Kentucky <Mr. HUDDLESTON) are neces
sarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL) , the Senator 
from Montana <Mr. MANSFIELD) , the 
Senator from South Dakota <Mr. Mc
GoVERN), and the Senator from North 
Carolina (Mr. MoRGAN) are absent on of
fi.cial business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Wisconsin <Mr. NELSON) is absent ~t
tending the funeral of Horace W. Wilkie, 
Chief Justice, Wisconsin State supreme 
court. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from North Carolina 
(Mr. MoRGAN), the Senator from Rhode 
Island (Mr. PAsToRE), and the Senator 
from Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY) would 
each vote "yea." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Maryland <Mr. BEALL), the 
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. FONG) and 
the Senator from Connecticut <Mr. 
WEICKER) are necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Massachusetts (Mr. BRooKE), the Sena
tor from Oregon <Mr. PAcKwooD) , the 
Senator from Kansas <Mr. PEARSON) and 
the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
HUGH ScoTT) are absent on official busi
ness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. HUGH SCOTT) would vote "yea." 

The result was a.nnounced-yeas 39, 
nays 35, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 198 Leg.] 
YEAS-39 

Baker 
Bartlett 
Bentsen 
Brock 
Buckley 
Bumpers 
Case 
Chiles 
Curtis 
Dole 
Domenici 
Fannin 
Ford 
Garn 

Griffin 
Hansen 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hruska 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Johnston 
Laxe.It 
Long 
Magnuson 
Mathias 
McClure 

NAYS-35 
Allen Goldwater 
Bayh Hart, Gary 
Bellmon Haskell 
Biden Hathaway 
Burdick Javits 
Byrd, Robert C. Kennedy 
Cannon Leahy 
Clark McClellan 
Cranston Mcintyre 
Cui ver Metcalf 
Eagleton Mondale 
Glenn Muskie 

Moss 
Pell 
Roth 
Schweiker 
Scott, 

WilliamL. 
Stafford 
Stevens 
Stone 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Williams 

Nunn 
Percy 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Ribicotf 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Stevenson 
Taft 
Talmadge 
Young 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-! 
Durkin 

NOT VOTING-25 
Abourez:k 
Beall 
Broo:t;e 
Byrd. 

Harry F., Jr. 
Church 
Eastland 
Fong 
Gravel 

Hart, Philip A. 
Hartke 
Huddleston 
Humphrey 
Mansfield 
McGee 
McGovern 
Montoya 
Morgan 

Nelson 
Packwood 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Scott, Hugh 
Symington 
Tunney 
Weicker 

So Mr. DoLE's amendment (No. 1699) 
was agreed to. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was agreed to. 

Mr. THURMOND. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
may we have order in the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion recurs on the amendment of the 
Senator from Ohio. 

The Senator from West Virginia is 
recognized. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
may we have order in the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate is not in order. The Senate will kindly 
come to order. Will Senators who wish to 
converse kindly withdraw from the 
Chamber? The Senate is not yet in order. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
the question before the Senate now is on 
the adoption of the amendment by Mr. 
TAFT. I shall vote to table that amend
ment shortly, but before doing so I want 
to state the reasons why I will make this 
motion. And I also would want to yield to 
Mr. TAFT for 15 or 20 minutes so that he 
might make his closing argument. 

Senators are wanting to complete work 
on this bill tonight. Various Senators 
have appointments which will cause them 
to have to leave the Chamber soon. 

But this matter was decided earlier 
during the consideration of this bill by a 
vote of 44 to 37. In other words, 81 Sena
tors took a position earlier in the debate 
with respect to this subject matter. 

The amendment by Mr. CuLVER was 
carried decisively. The matter is in con
ference now, may I say to the distin
guished Senator from Ohio <Mr. TAFT) 
of which, of course, he is already aware. 

In view of the fact, first, that the Sen
ate has spoken on this issue, second, that 
the matter will be in conference, and 
those Senators on the other side of the 
question can be assured that there will 
be further consideration of the matter in 
conference, and finally, lf this bill is not 
passed today, it is my judgment that the 
bill will not be passed until the week 
after next, I state the following reasons: 

There is an order to proceed to the 
consideration of the antitrust legislation 
on tomorrow. No call for the regular 
order can bring that measw·e down to
morrow. On Friday, there is an order for 
the resumption of consideration of the 
antitrust legislation, and no call for the 
regular order can displace that bill on 
Friday. When the Senate returns on 
Wednesday next there is no order, so if 
the Senate were to return to the military 

· procurement bill on Wednesday next, a 
call for the regular order would displace 
the military procurement bill and would 
bring up the Foreign Military Sales Act. 
On Thursday, which is the second day 
following the retmn of the Senate after 
the Memorial Day weekend, there will be 
a vote to invoke cloture on the antitrust 
bill. 

If that vote carries, and I think there 
is room for reasonable optimism that clo
ture will be invoked, then the Senate 
under the rule would have to complete 
action on that business before it could 
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take up any other business except by 
unanimous consent. The Senate would 
only have Thursday and Friday within 
which to do that. 

That would mean that this bill, if not 
completed today, will go over until the 
week after next. The reasen I know it 
will go over is because, if this amend
ment by Mr. TAFT were to carry, I am 
confident that there is a sufficient num
ber of Senators who would want to carry 
on the debate to the extent that we could 
not finish it tonight, and I have already 
explained what the predicament would 
be after tonight. 

I hesitate to offer a tabling motion. 
I know that the distinguished Senator 
from Ohio feels strongly about this mat
ter. He was not present and for good 
reasons at the time the matter was voted 
on. He certainly is entitled to call up 
his amendment, but I do feel the respon
sibility of leadership at this time. Be
cause of the strictures of time to which 
I already have alluded, with apologies, 
I feel that I will have to offer this tabling 
motion. 

Before doing that, I will be glad to 
yield to the Senator from Ohio for not 
to exceed 15 minutes, with the under
standing that I not lose my right to the 
:floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Ohio is recognized. 
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, first of all, 

I thank the distinguished assistant ma
jority leader for his accommodation in 
this matter. I have kept him informed of 
the situation as it has developed, and 
I think we have had an opportunity to 
develop fully the questions that are 
raised here. 

I should like to go back brie:tly, how
ever, for the Senate and review, as he has 
in part, the current situation. 

The current situation is that the 
House does have funds for three produc
tion aircraft of the B-1 in the bill that 
will be coming to conference. The Senate, 
under the Culver amendment, would 
have the provision requiring a delay in 
that funding and a decision until Febru
ary of next year. 

I have to take issue with the distin
guished :floor leader, however, on the 
point that be made that this is the same 
subject on which the Senate voted last 
Thursday. I was sorry to miss the vote 
last Thursday, but had I thought it was 
the same subject, I would not have raised 
it again. Indeed, I feel quite strongly to 
the contrary. 

I point out to the Members that 
amendment No. 1693 is aimed at a par
ticular problem that I think exists with 
the Culver amendment, if we go ahead 
with enacting any legislation of that 
kind-that is, it puts the President in a 
very difficult position insofar as the SALT 
talks are concerned. 

The purpose of this amendment is to 
leave standing the provision of the Cul
ver amendment. It does not touch the 
amendment in which the Culver amend
ment exists. It adds a separate section 
saying that if the President determines 
at any time prior to the February 1, 1977, 
date that the production of aircraft, go-

ing ahead with the production decision 
of aircraft, would improve the chances 
for successful negotiations with the So
viet Union at the SALT talks regarding 
the actual limitations on strategic arma
ments, he could go ahead with the pro
duction order. 

I point this out because it seems to 
me that it would be very difficult for the 
President or for those negotiating for 
him in the SALT talks to go to the SALT 
talks and discuss limitations on partic
ular weapons systems, numbers of war
heads and numbers of delivery vehicles of 
one kind or another, numbers of aircraft, 
if they are going to get into aircraft so 
far as the strategic aircraft are con
cerned, and not know what type of air
craft he is going to have 1n this rather 
key element of our triad defense. He 
would be going there not knowing 
whether he is negotiating the delivery of 
weapons in the triad or the limitation of 
weapons in the triad with the B-52 
bomber or the B-1 bomber. 

It is a very different proposition when, 
as one would hope, the SALT discussions 
might attempt to project out for a con
siderable number of years-by 1985, for 
example. How can we offer any assurance 
that the B-52 in any way would be ca
pable, and how would the President know 
that he could count on having a weapons 
system such as the B-1 if Congress had 
put that kind of limitation on it? 

Frankly, I voted in the committee to 
support the B-1 system and to support 
going ahead with it now, because I think 
we are ready to go ahead with it now. 

That is not the issue presented by this 
amendment. The issue presented by this 
amendment is whether we are going to tie 
the President's hands when he goes to 
the SALT talks or those representing him 
at the SALT talks. He will need to know 
what type of limitations Congress has put 
upon him insofar as weapons systems are 
concerned. 

I yield to no one in my strong feelings 
that we need a successful SALT discus
sion. We need to cap the strategic arms 
race. It is a huge cost on the Nation, and 
the danger of nuclear war and prolifera
tion continues. If superpowers cannot 
control their arms programs, why should 
other countries? 

Whether we approve the Vladivostok 
talks or not, we should attempt to nego
tiate at SALT in a successful way; but 
in order to do so, the President needs a 
strong bargaining position. If the U.S. 
position is not strong, the agreement 
could favor the U.S.S.R.'s interest; or, 
more likely, if the President does not 
know he is going to have the availability 
of the best weapons he can get, which he 
is counting on, he is going to be much 
more reluctant to agree to what the Rus
sians may or may not have. 

So, I think that without this amend
ment, the Culver amendment would have 
the effect of weakening the ability of the 
President to arrive at a successful con
clusion of the SALT talks. We need to be 
sure that we do not inadvertently under
cut the U.S. position. 

It is hard to say from outside SALT 
what points are going to be most critical, 
and only the President and those ad-

viSmg him and working in the SALT 
talks can make that kind of judgment. 
We in Congress need to keep from inad
vertently impacting negatively on the 
U.S. position. 

The bomber issue is one of the trickiest 
in SALT. 

I quoted earlier from a monograph 
with respect to the Soviet Backfire bomb
er, setting this out in detail. I will read 
brie:tly from that monograph, and I think 
it is totally accurate: 

Backfire flying a supersonic profile is a 
central strategic system 1f refueled or for
ward-deployed, the criteria. according to 
which the U.S. B-52 has been defined as 
strategic in SALT. A subsonic profile, which 
would greatly enhance its range capability, 
1s also po...~ible for Backfire since U.S. air 
defenses are virtually nonexistent. Flying 
subsonlcally and carrying a 10,000-pound 
payload, Backfire if deployed from any major 
operational air base in the Soviet Union, 
could strike all targets in the continental 
United States and return to the Soviet Union 
without refueling. Carrying a 20,000-pound 
payload, Backfire, unrefueled, could strike 
98 per cent of targets in the United States 
and return to Its home base. 

The inclusion or noninclusion of the 
Backfire in a major issue in the SALT 
talks, but do not think for that reason 
that the question of the B-1 is or can be 
called in any way a bargaining chip in 
the SALT talks. It is not. There is no 
question of the B-1 being forsworn by 
the United States insofar as the SALT 
talks are concerned. That is not the point 
I am trying to make. 

What I am trying to say is that we are 
trying to send the men into these bar
gaining negotiations not even knowing 
how many chips they have in their en
tire bank, because they do not know 
whether or not they are going to have a 
weapons system on which they really 
have to depend in order to make a de
cision. 

I think it is our duty to avoid errors 
in this critical area and to give our ne
gotiators the tools they must have. The 
price of a mistake could be very high. 

Prudence dictates that we provide a 
means by which the President could go 
ahead with the B-1, if that is necessary 
for negotiations. He should be allowed to 
do that with confidence and the knowl
edge that air strike forces within the 
limits set are the very best in capability. 
This implies the B-1, insofar as the air 
arm of the triad is concerned. Nor is 
the cruise missile an effective substitute 
for the B-1 system. Rather, it is comple
mentary. Within a few years I think we 
are going to find the Russian air de
fense is built up. The Russians, unfor
tunately, seem to concentrate more on 
defense than deterrence, to the point 
that we are going to be very happy if we 
find that we not only have the B-1 but 
also cruise missiles capable of being de
livered from the B-1, thus further cov
ering our penetration possibilities, which 
by then, with the B-52 or any other sys
tem we currently have for the use of the 
cruise missile, might be severely jeop
ardized. 

This seems to me the issue with re
gard to this amendment, and that is 
why I thought it was necessary to bring 
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1t before the Senate at this time for its 
consideration. 

Mr. President, I am ready to yield back 
the time remaining. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
does the Senator from Mississippi wish 
to address himself to the motion before 
I make the motion, or does he wish to 
discuss the subject? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I have 
thought about this. The Senate knows 
how I feel a.bout the importance of the 
bill and moving along and getting it 
passed. 

I am on the same side, on the merits of 
the thing, originally, as the Senator from 
Ohio. I really think that, everything con
sidered, under the circumstances I will 
vote to table if the Senator makes the 
motion. It is just a matter of moving the 
bill along on a matter that has already 
been voted on. It will certainly be in con
ference and no one knows what will hap
.pen there. I propose to represent the 
Senate there. 

I feel greatly obligated to the Senator 
from Ohio. He is one of the hardest
working Members and most effective 
Members of our body. I have said that 
many times, publicly and to him, too. 

That is all I have to say. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield not to 

exceed 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Iowa. 

Mr. CULVER. I do not intend to use 
all the time, if I could have 10. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield to the Senator from Iowa 
for not to exceed 5 minutes, without los
ing my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The Senator from Iowa is recognized. 
Mr. CULVER. I thank the distin

guished majority whip, as well as the 
chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Armed Services, for their kind consid
eration in this issue. 

Mr. President, last week the Senate, in 
its wisdom, voted to defer procurement 
decisions on the B-1 bomber until Febru
ary 1 of 1977. Forty-four Members of the 
U.S. Senate determined that decision to 
be prudent and in the national interest. 
That was last week. 

Why did the Senate make that judg
ment? Mr. President, I submit that the 
Senate made that judgment because this 
issue before us tonight is, perhaps, the 
most important issue before the country 
for many, many years to come-in dol
lars and cents, in terms of our strategic 
deterrent credibility in the world, and in 
terms of the availability of funds to 
meet domestic needs as well as our mili
tary requirements. 

Mr. President, under that amendment, 
that delay until February 1 afforded 
what? It afforded the opportunity to 
complete the testing of the B-1 bomber. 
We are talking about a program of $21.6 
billion-244 aircraft, $88 million a copy, 
which came in just 6 years ago at $35 
million; today it is pushing 90. And we 
have now completed, as of May 12, one
half of the 350 hours of testing-just 
one-half. That is all, just one-half. 

Now, what the Senate said was, we are 
going to complete testing, which is due 
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in November, and we are going to afford 
the next President of the United States 
an opportunity to carefully assess, 
calmly, in an atmosphere free of political 
campaign, that very important judgment 
in the national security interest as to 
whether that plane should be bought. 

Mr. President, we have seen, for the 
last 5 years, a degradation in that plane's 
characteristics. We have only had three 
prototypes even built. We are working on 
the fourth. We do not even have the de
sign for the fifth. The design for the fifth 
is going to be the final model upon which 
we base a decision whether we are going 
to buy these three porcurement copies 
they are talking about next November. 

So the Senate acted responsibly and 
prudently and wisely in the national 
interest. We said we are going to :fly be
fore we buy-:fly before we buy. Who 
remembers the C-5A? We are not going 
to make that mistake again, the Senate 
said last week; we are going to :fly before 
we buy. And we a1·e not going to buy a 
pig in a poke. We are going to know what 
we buy. We are not going to buy a 
platinum pig in a poke. 

That is all we said. We are going to 
wait until we get 175 additional hours of 
testing finished so we know what is the 
capability of that aircraft. What can it 
do in terms of takeoff weight, in terms 
of subsonic speed and subsonic range 
and supersonic range? We do not know 
yet. 

As a matter of fact, it has only been 
tested about 5 minutes at some of those 
low :flight levels, and that is the whole 
reason we are supposed to buy it, because 
it can defeat enemy radar. We have 
not even proven that yet. 

So the Senate said we are going to 
wait until next February when all the 
facts are in and the President then, 
Republican or Democrat, can make 
that decision carefully and calmly and 
can weigh all the relevant factors in the 
international climate of that time so 
he can make the best judgment in our 
interest-considering SALT as well as 
these other matters. 

What happens now? Last week, proce
durally, we had this all worked out. But 
now we are on the verge of setting up a 
process around here where, all of a sud
den, although we have agreements about 
when we cover certain items in disagree
ment, and we vote our will after full and 
adequate debate, then you can come 
down and ambush when your troops lead 
in a numbers count. 

We counted last week. We counted 
both sides. We counted absentees. And 
we looked at that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. CULVER. Just 3 additional min
utes, please. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I ask unani
mous consent that I may yield 1 minute 
to the Senator from Iowa, then 2 minutes 
to the Senator from Alabama. Then I 
hope to make my motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CULVER. If we adopt the Taft 
amendment, we would be sending incon
sistent signals on this bill. On the one 
hand, we are saying we can defer the 

question until February 1 and let the 
President make a decision then, after all 
the facts are in. Simultaneously, we 
would be saying, we do not really mean 
that. Under the Taft amendment, the 
United States can make the decision to 
go before any more testing is completed. 
He can say "Go" the night before the 
California primary, on the B-1 bomber. 

What about SALT? The interesting 
thing about SALT is, Mr. President, that 
not one single high official in the entire 
administration-in arms control, in the 
Department of Defense, Secretary of the 
Air Force Reed, President Ford-all 
commenting on the B-1, have never once 
said that it has any relationship at all 
to our SALT position. And they have not 
argued against the Senate vote of last 
week on these grounds. For example, 
Secretary Reed talked a few hours after 
the Taft amendment was filed Monday. 
Guess what? He never even thought to 
mention SALT. 

Do you know why? Because they argue 
it is of strategic necessity. They do not 
want it to be a bargaining chip. Pretty 
expensive, $88 million a copy, build them, 
bargain them. We have cruise missiles. 

Finally, let me say that it seems to me 
that what we are talking about here is 
really a parliamentary ploy-not sound 
and responsible public policy. I certainly 
urge my colleagues at the appropriate 
time to support the motion to table so 
that the Senate can serve the national 
interest, properly defined, on one of the 
most important questions that we shall 
ever be called upon to vote on. 

I thank the Senator. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Alabama. 

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the Senator from 
West Virginia. 

Mr. President, it is quite obvious that 
the stage is set to table the Taft amend
ment. But I feel that the Taft amend
ment is a constructive amendment, be
cause it does prevent this delay to Feb
ruary 1 from being set in concrete. It 
does allow the President-if he feels that 
starting with the program would be left 
to us in the SALT negotiation, then he 
will be authorized to proceed. 

The distinguished Senator from Iowa 
has said this is the most important issue 
to be decided by the Senate for years to 
come. That being true, I do not go along 
with the argument that for the conveni
ence of Senators, we need to table the 
Taft amendment. I think it ought to be 
debated and I think we ought to reach a 
sound conclusion as a result of debate 
and not just to finish up the bill and ac
commodate Senators' schedules. 

I think if it is all that important-and 
possibly it is-we ought to consider the 
matter on the merits. I look with mighty 
little favor on the process of saying the 
bill has got to be finished tonight, Sen
ators have other appointments, and let 
us table this amendment. 

I think that is the wrong approach. 
Two more days here some time could 
very easily be carved out by agreement, 
in my judgment, to consider this matter 
further. 

I hope the amendment will not beta· 
bled but, quite obviously, it will. 
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The Senator ft·om Iowa talked about 
the escalating costs of the B-1, and that 
is true; and that another period of delay 
will certainly not reduce the cost; it 
would just add to the costs if it is fi
nally decided to implement the program. 

WHY THE B-1-0NE MORE TIME 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the Taft amendment. It is re
markable to find a defense program that 
has been around for so long and has been 
discussed in so many pages of testimony 
before the Armed Services Committee 
and debated on the floor of the Senate 
that can continue to raise such interest 
and emotion. Actually, I am quite 
pleased, for issues of national security 
and defense postw·e are topics that 
should not be taken lightly. They are 
issues that go to the core of our Nation's 
defensive capacity and are elements 
which contribute to our pt·eeminence 
and continued survival in world affairs. 
And, today we find om·selves involved 
once again in a debate concerning an 
important element of our strategic 
arsenal of deterrence, the B-1 bomber, 
an annualt·itual now for the last 5 years. 
What is so disappointing is that, while 
the issues have hardly changed during 
this time, few seem to read or acknowl
edge the comments of other participants 
in the debate. Unfortunately, this body 
recently decided to further delay need
lessly the development of the B-1. But, 
that decision should not halt reasonable 
discussion of this issue; nor should it 
preclude reconsideration and modifica· 
tion of that decision. 

We now have available a thought-pro
voking study of the military balance that 
exists between the United States and our 
principal adversary, the Soviet Union. 
Prepared by the Congressional Research 
Service of the Library of Congress, this 
report sets out for laymen and Members 
of Congress alike the most comprehen
sive compilation of current and, I might 
add, unclassified data on our relative 
strengths and weaknesses. It is gratify
ing to note that this booklet has proven 
to be a best seller. 

Ft·om this research material, it is clear 
that Soviet strategic weapons capabili· 
ties have grown steadily over the past 
years. The projected threat and the un
certainties of the future should have 
a direct bearing upon our deliberations 
concerning the modernization of our 
strategic bomber force and the timing 
of the development of new weapons like 
the B-1 which have been designed to 
offset these future threats and uncer
tainties. 

Our country's defenses are based upon 
the so-called Triad system. This is a 
three-pronged defense system consisting 
of intercontinental ballistic missiles, 
!SUbmarine launched ballistic missiles, 
and the manned bomber. Under the 
Triad system, should our country come 
under a first-strike nuclear attack at 
least one of these three components 
would be able to inflict a massive nuclear 
retaliation upon the aggressor. 

It is essential to remember, however, 
that Triad is a carefully conceived sys
tem which is based upon three and not 
two nuclear delivery systems. Should 
Triad be reduced to two systems the 

temptation to attempt to knock out those 
systems with a first strike may increase 
to the point where a potential aggressor 
feels that the odds have shifted signifi
cantly enough in his favor. 

Triad is seen as an offense system of 
last resort but also it is primarily a de
fense system designed to prevent a nu
clear attack. It is important that we do 
not lose sight of this key fact. 

The B-1 bomber is designed to be one
third of the Triad system. As such, it is 
to replace the B-52. There can be little 
doubt that the B-52 needs replacement. 
Although a fine aircraft, the models cur
rently in use by the Air Force date from 
1958 and 1960. Their average age is 15 
years and the extensive use during the 
Vietnam war has required many modifi
cations. 

When we enter the decade of the 1980's 
these bombers will be 20 years old. The 
technology which produced them would 
be 20 to 30 years old. The defense tech
nology which they would face would be 
much newer. Their ability to successfully 
carry out whatever missions assigned 
would have to be seriously questioned. 

On the other hand, Soviet technology 
and capability have increased rapidly 
during the past few years. Look at the 
Soviet's substantial and growing nu
clear-powered ballistic missile submarine 
force. The Library of Congt·ess reports 
operational new Delta-class submarines 
with 12 long-range missiles and that the 
Soviets have under construction a 
"stretched'' version with 16launch tubes. 
We must take into account the threat 
that is posed by these missiles in plan
ning for the prelaunch survivability of 
our bomber force. 

While it is currently considered to be 
highly survivable in the event of a sub
marine launch ballistic missile attack, 
the B-52 was not designed to have the 
nuclear hardness and rapid acceleration 
capability required by this increased 
threat; the B-1 has been so designed. 
Thus, we have an aircraft flying today 
which will be much less sensitive to these 
increases in the Soviet offensive threat. 

Examine the Soviet air defense force. 
Again we find that the threat is substan
tial, and further improvements in Soviet 
air defense capabilities are projected 
which also must be considered when eval
uating the B-1. Coupled with this is a 
massive number of surface-to-air mis
siles on launchers deployed through
out their country. 

The B-52 was not designed to cope 
with so intense a threat as is now ar
rayed against it. The B-52 was originally 
designed in the early 1950's as a high al
titude bomber. Its large radar cross sec
tion and its relatively slow speed at low 
altitude could pose difficulties in pene
trating the high density, sophisticated 
defenses now deployed in the Soviet 
Union. 

What the United States seems to be 
facing is an increasing threat from So
viet strategic force modernization ef
forts which include new and more effec
tive ICBM's, new and larger Delta class 
ballistic missile submarines with longer 
range missiles, modernized air defense 
systems comprised of airborne warning 

aircraft, interceptor~. and surface-to-air • 
missiles. 

The Library of Congress notes that the 
replacement of B-52's with the B-1 is the 
only strategic procm·ement program 
which this country is undertaking that is 
directly related to this area of om· stra
tegic deterrent. When you consider the 
importance of the bomber to our deter
rent, the age of the B-52, and the ac
knowledged threat, the B-1 fulfills a 
compelling role as an element of our 
strategic forces. 

I know that the deployment of a B-1 
force will entail a sizable investment. 
However, there is no substitute for the 
substantial contribution made to our de
ten·ent forces by the bomber-and no 
more cost-effective alt-ernative to main
taining this force than the B-1. More
over, it will prove less costly in the long 
run to proceed with production of the 
B-1 now, and not incur additional delays 
which will just raise the cost of the over
all program even more. Now is the time 
for the decision on the B-1 and I urge 
support of this valuable program. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, the Senate 
voted last week to procure the B-1 bomb
er only after the President certifies that 
test and evaluation on this aircraft-to 
be carried out between now and Feb
ruary 1, 1977-yield satisfactory results. 
It expresses the will of the Senate to per
mit this major and far-reaching pro
curement decision to be made--but only 
after sufficient test and evaluation data 
is available--and without the many ex
traneous considerations of a Presidential 
election year. 

Mr. President, I cannot support an 
amendment that would seek to resolve 
this major procurement decision by arti
ficially framing the question as one in 
which a multibillion-dollar weapons sys
tem is viewed as a "bargaining chip" in 
the SALT talks. Yet this would be the 
effect of the amendment offered by my 
distinguished friend from Ohio. This 
amendment raises two very basic ques
tions: 

First. Do the supporters of the B-1 
bomber suspect that test and evaluation 
between now and next February will not 
yield results that support their position? 

Second. Assuming that future re
search, development, testing, and evalua
tion does support their position, would 
it not be more desirable to wait until 
this data is available and use it to per
suade public opinion to support the buy? 

Mr. President, I hope that many Sen
ators who support the B-1 bomber can 
join with those who oppose it in tabling 
this amendment. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I am not making the motion to table out 
of respect for the need to accommodate 
Ssnators. I like to do that when possi
ble, but I have stated my reasons al
ready, and it is not for that purpose. 

Mr. President, I move to lay on the 
table the amendment by Mr. TAFT, and 
I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the motion to lay 
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on the table the amendment of the Sen
ator from Ohio (Mr. TAFT) . The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk c£~.lled the roll. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 

that the Senator from South Dakota 
<Mr. AsouREZK), the Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. CHURCH), the Senator from Michi
gan (Mr. PHILIP HART), the Senator from 
Indiana <Mr. HARTKE), the Senator from 
Kentucky (Mr. HUDDLESTON), the Sena
tor from WYoming (Mr. McGEE), the 
Senator from Missouri <Mr. SYMINGTON), 
the Senator from California <Mr. TuN
NEY), the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. PASTORE), the Senator from New 
Mexico <Mr. MONTOYA), the Senator 
from Virginia (Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR.), 
and the Senator from Georgia (Mr. TAL
MADGE) are necessarilY absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD), the 
Senator from Alaska <Mr. GRAVEL), the 
Senator from North Carolina <Mr. MoR
GAN), and the Senator from South Da
kota (Mr. McGoVERN) are absent on of
ficial business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Wisconsin <Mr. NELSON) is absent at
tending the funeral of Horace W. Wilkie, 
Chief Justice, Wisconsin State supreme 
court. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from North Car
olina <Mr. MoRGAN) would vote "nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. CHURCH) is paired with the Senator 
from New Mexico <Mr. MoNTOYA) . If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Idaho would vote "yea" and the Senator 
from New Mexico would vote "nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from Rhode 
Island (Mr. PASTORE) is paired with the 
Senator from californi~. (Mr. TuNNEY) . 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Rhode Island would vote "yea" and the 
Senator from California would vote 
"nay." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Maryland <Mr. BEALL) and 
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. FONG) are 
necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Massachusetts <Mr. BROOKE), the Sen
ator from Oregon (Mr. PACKWOOD), the 
Senator from Kansas <Mr. PEARSON), and 
the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
HuGH ScoTT) are absent on official busi
ness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. HUGH SCOTT) would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 47, 
nays 30, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 199 Leg.] 
YEAS-47 

Bayh Haskell 
Biden Hatfield 
Bumpers Hathaway 
Burdick Hollings 
Byrd, Robert C. Humphrey 
Cannon Inouye 
Case Jackson 
Chiles Javits 
Clark Johnston 
Culver Kennedy 
Durkin Leahy 
Eagleton Long 
Eastland Magnuson 
Ford Mathias 
Glenn McClellan 
Hart, Gary Mcintyre 

Mondale 
Moss 
Muskie 
Nunn 
Pell 
Percy 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Ribico1f 
Roth 
Schweiker 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Stevenson 
Williams 

Allen 
Baker 
Bartlett 
Bellmen 
Bentsen 
Brock 
Buckley 
Cranston 
Curtis 
Dole 
Domenici 

NAYs-30 
Fannin 
Garn 
Goldwater 
Gri.ffi.n 
Hansen 
Helms 
Hruska 
Laxalt 
McClure 
Metcalf 

Scott, 
WilliamL. 

Statrord 
Stevens 
Stone 
Taft 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Weicker 
Young 

NOT VOTING-23 
Abourezk Hart, Philip A. Nelson 
Beall Hartke Packwood 
Brooke Huddleston Pastore 
Byrd, Mansfield Pearson 

Harry F., Jr. McGee Scott, Hugh 
Church McGovern Symington 
Fong Montoya Talmadge 
Gravel Morgan Tunney 

So the motion to lay on the table Mr. 
TAFT's amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the motion 
to table was agreed to. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask for the yeas and nays on :final 
passage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Texas. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the vote by 
which my amendment No. 1695 was 
adopted on yesterday be reconsidered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. NUNN. Reserving the right to ob
ject, what is that amendment? 

Mr. TOWER. That was the amend
ment that authorized the Navy to as
sign Rear Adm. J. Edwru:d Snyder, Jr., to 
command status as Oceanographer of 
the Navy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Texas. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the rea

son I do tl).is is that the amendment was 
adopted yesterday, and I do not know 
whose dereliction it was, perhaps it was 
my own, without some Senators who had 
an interest in this matter being in
formed and, therefore, I had asked for 
this reconsideration so that their rights 
might be protected. 

I believe that probably the Senator 
from Maryland (Mr. MATHIAS) would 
like to address himself to the issue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, first, I 
would like to express my thanks to the 
distinguished Senator from Texas for 
the spirit of fair play in which he has 
called his own amendment back to the 
reconsideration of the Senate. 

I think that this is a demonstration of 
the highest kind of comity within the 
Senate and one that I am deeply grate
ful for. 

I am also grateful for the concurrence 
of the distinguished Senator from Mis
sissippi, the manager of the bill, with 
whom we had discussed this situation. 

The reason, Mr. President, that I have 
sought to bring this question back to the 
reconsideration of the Senate is because 
I consider it very serious. 

We, by the action the Senate took yes
terday, have broken the precedent of at 
least 20 years with the single exception
and I stand to be corrected if I am 
wrong-but with the single exception, I 
believe, of the case of General Haig who 
had his rank restored after having left 
the Army and whose case was virtually 
a unique case in the history of the 
Republic. 

There have been other cases in the 
dim past when naval procedures were 
different, but at the time that we consid
ered General HaJ.g's case and at the time 
we considered Colonel Buttertleld's case, 
and at the same time the case which the 
Senate denied, I made up my mind that 
we should not lightly restore military 
status to officers who have retired volun
tarily, or otherwise, because of what that 
does to the whole system of promotion 
within the armed services, because of 
what that does to the hopes and aspira
tions of younger officers who are coming 
along and who see the same old faces 
sitting at the head of the table day after 
day after day, with no hope of promotion 
for themselves. I think it has a very ad
verse effect on morale. 

In this particular case, the case of Ad
miral Snyder, which is now before the 
Senate, thanks to the generous spirit of 
the Senator from Texas, he was retired 
by a board of his peers over a year ago. 
All of the elements of his career, which 
should be considered by us, were consid
ered by a Navy board. They thought 
about the uniqueness of his quallfications 
and the ability which he then held as 
oceanographer of the Navy and they de
cided against him. 

The Secretary of the Navy brought 
him back to duty as his special assistant. 
But to reassign him as the oceanogra
pher of the Navy requires special legisla
tion. This is an act which is, as I say, 
virtually unprecedented. 

Let me say when the other body con
sidered this matter on a rollcall vote, the 
entire body rejected the appeal of Ad
miral Snyder. 

I believe we have to ask the question, 
why is Admiral Snyder the only officer 
available for this duty? Is the Navy's 
personnel situation so serious that we do 
not have young, able officers who are 
looking for careers in the Navy who could 
fill out the billet as oceanographer? 
What, in fact, will happen to these junior 
officers who look forward to advancement 
in the Navy and who we all know, from 
our general experience with the Armed 
Forces, impact seriously when the op
portunity to keep the top moving is 
denied. 

I think these are very serious questions 
as we consider this situation. 

When I said a moment ago that Ad
miral Snyder had been considered by his 
peers, in fact there was a Navy board 
which reviewed, at the same time, the 
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qualifications of 26 admirals. They had 
the unpleasant job of putting 11 out of 
the 26 into forced retirement, forced at
trition, as it is called in the NavY. So out 
of these 26 they had to divide them 
roughly in half as to the ones they 
wanted to keep and the ones they wanted 
to get rid of. 

Unhappily for Admiral Snyder, and it 
is a harsh situation but nonetheless one 
that was judged, I believe, objectively 
and fairly, he was in the bottom half. His 
fell ow officers said they would like to keep 
the other 15, but the 11 who lost out 
should be allowed to go into retirement. 
That, in fact, is what happened. 

I believe there were administrative 
procedures by which the Secretary of 
the NavY might have brought about a 
second hearing before a similar board 
of that sort, but the Secretary did not 
pursue that avenue. In fact, Admiral 
Snyder did go into retirement. 

I am not saying we should never have 
a situation in which a military officer 
who is retired for cause, after judgment 
of himself in comparison with his col
leagues, should not be recalled to active 
duty. I am not saying that there are not 
times when we do not need the special 
talents that individuals possess. But con
sidering the impact of this action upon 
the whole structure of the commissioned 
officer ranks, I think we ought to do it 
very deliberately, very carefully, and 
after very thorough study. 

I would suggest to the Senate that 
that consideration has not yet been 
given to this case. 

There was a committee hearing in the 
other body and very relevant questions 
were asked. In the committee hearings, 
Mrs. HOLT, a Congresswoman from 
Maryland, said: 

If he is so uniquely qualifted, why didn't 
the board of his peers recognize that? It 
seems to me that would put htm way out 
front to be absolutely necessary to be re
tained. 

There is no evidence before the Senate 
that he is that absolutely necessary to 
the country. 

I think what we are doing here is to 
break a precedent, which has been a 
strong precedent in our armed services, 
in favor of an individual who has not 
been carefully and thoughtfully exam
ined here but who has been carefully and 
thoughtfully examined by the Navy it
self. Their judgment wa-s that the time 
had come for him to take retirement. 

We have the power to ov. _-ride that 
judgment, but whether or not we should 
is the question before the Senate. That 
is the question I leave Members with, the 
question as to whether or not this mat
ter should be carefully studied by the 
Armed Services Committee. I believe 
thoughtful, mature deliberation would 
bring us to that conclusion. 

Mr. NUNN. Will the Senator yield 3 
minutes to me? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. P1·esident, I am not 

thoroughly familiar with this particular 
individual or this job, and yet I think the 
Senate should realize what is involved 
here. The other military services, other 
than the Navy, do not have the same 
policy the Navy has. 

The Navy has had a policy on the 
books since the 1800's that basically says 
that if you bring back a retired officer 
and want to put him in what is known as 
a command billet, it cannot be done. 
You cannot bring back a retired officer 
and put him in a command billet. The 
reason for that law at the time it came 
about, as I understand it, was that there 
were a lot of retired officers who were 
coming back and taking over the key 
command jobs and the younger men were 
being denied the promotion opportuni
ties. 

In my opinion, without going into a 
lot of detail, we have almost the reverse 
of that situation in the Navy today. We 
have highly technical jobs like this job
this is a highly technical job-and they 
have limited promotional opportunities. 
This is not a three-star job but it is a 
two-star job. We have an up or out pol
icy so if an officer does not get promoted 
he has to get out of the service. Conse
quently, we are losing a lot of quallfled 
people in technical areas where the pro
motional opportunities are limited. That 
is my understanding of this case. 

This man was very qualified. He could 
not move up to the third star. He had to 
get out of the service. Now they find he 
is the best qualified and he ought to be 
in this position. It happens to be a com
mand billet. The question is not whether 
he ought to be able to come back in the 
Navy. He is already back in the Navy. 
The question is whether he should be 
able to take over this command billet 
slot. 

I have one other point. I will be very 
brief because the hour is late. 

The Army does not have this policy. 
This is a law on the books only for the 
Navy. The Air Force does not have this 
policy. This is strictly a Navy law. We 
have seen the Army do this on several 
occasions. General Maxwell Taylor is one 
example and General Alexander Haig is 
another example. Of course, everybody 
knows this has been done in the case of 
Admiral Rickover. Special exceptions 
were made in this case. 

I do not know all the details of this 
case, but I do know something about the 
law which is involved. If we are going to 
vote on this matter we ought to consider 
the fact that this does apply only to 
the Navy and we also ought to consider, 
I think, that the so-called up or out 
policy needs a substantial revision. 

Our committee is going to be working 
on that, but we are losing an awful lot 
of good talent in a highly technical age 
because we have an up-or-out policy that 
means if you do not get promoted, you 
have to get out of the service. 

Mr. President, I have no further com
ments on this matter, but I do think the 
Senate ought to consider the other side 
of it, and I happen to think the Senator 
from Texas wa-s correct in this case. I 
happen to believe the Navy does need 
this man in this key position. 

M.r. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I think 
the distinguished Senator has really 
summed up the whole situation when 
he said, with great candor and frank
ness, that he was not deeply familiar 
with this case and this man. 

That is our problem, and that in itself 

I think would be reason to return this 
matter to the committee. 

At this point, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD the news article from which 
I quoted and the hearings from the 
other body. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 

HouSE IRE SINKS SUITL.AND AoMmAL 

(By William Taaffe) 
Local members of the House of Representa

tives, angered by the transfer of the Naval 
Oceanographic Office from Suitland to Mis
sissippi, a.re making life difficult for the ad
miral who was chief apologist of the move. 

In a highly unusual maneuver yesterday, 
the area delegation appeared together on the 
House floor to oppose automatic passage of a 
"private" bill that would restore Rear Adm. 
J. Edward Snyder, Jr., to his post as Ocean
ographer of the Navy. 

Snyder, 51, was oceanographer from 1972 
until he was forced into technical retit·ement 
by a Navy review board last June. He long 
has been a bitter foe of local lawmaker who 
sought to block the transfer, which was re
cently approved by Congress. 

Only two objections were needed yesterday 
to send the blll back to the Armed Services 
Committee. The blll will probably re-emerge 
from the committee early next year under a 
rule allowing the full House to debate Sny
der's merits for the post. 

The objections came from Reps. Gladys N. 
Spellman, D-Md. and Armed Services mem
ber Charles H. Wilson, D-Calif. Other local 
members of the House were ready to object 
it necessary. 

The Snyder controversy provides a curious 
sequel to the transfer of the Oceanographic 
Office, one of the large military complexes 
1n the Washington area. The move, barring a 
reve1·salln the courts, is expected to be com
pleted within several months. 

Snyder has argued repeatedly that the 
shift to Bay St. Louis, Miss. is justified and 
1s not a pork barrel gift for Sen. John c . 
Stennis D-Miss. chairman of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee. 

Although Snyder was 1 of 11 line admi
rals "selected out," or forced into retired 
status by the Navy board, he has continued 
on active duty as a consultant on ocean
ographic matters. 

Navy Secretary J. William Middendorf 
wants to restore Synder to his former post. 
Special legislation is required, however, be
cause the Navy cannot legally place in com
mand positions officers recalled from re
tirement. 

The Snyder measm·e was called up yester
day as one of about 75 bills on the House's 
"private calendar." Bills on this docket are 
not debated. They rarely encounter opposi
tion and normally are approved by unani
mous consent. 

Rep. Marjorie S. Holt, R-Md., who helped 
organize local opposition to the bill, said the 
Navy's argument that Snyder is the only offi
cer in the nation SUited for the post "just 
didn't ring true." 

"The only justification for any of it that 
I can see is politics," she said, hinting that 
the Navy may be seeking Snyder's restorn
tion as a quid pro quo for agreeing to move 
the facility to Stennis's state. 

If the measm·e eventually passes the 
House, it must be approved by the Stennis 
panel. A committee aide to Stennis said yes
terday that suggestions that politics may be 
involved are "just out of whole cloth." 

Spellman said she objected to the bill be
cause the Navy did not advance it through 
"normal channels." She questioned why the 
department did not seek legislation remov
ing the prohibition on command appoint
ments altogether. 

. ) 
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Sources close to the local delegation said 

that opposition to the Snyder b111 is ba.sed 
on three factors, only one of which involves 
charges that the measure may be the final 
part in a "political" move. 

Some members are said to wonder how 
Snyder can be "uniquely qualified" for the 
administrative post, as the Navy claims, 
since he was selected out la.st November. 

The board reviewed the qualifications of 
26 admirals, with instructions to force 11 
into retirement. Snyder lost out in the in
tensely competitive sweepstakes, although 
Middendorf kept him on as an assistant. 

During hearings on the bill last month, 
Navy officials insisted that they "blew it" by 
retiring Snyder. They said they were un
aware that legislation would be required to 
bring Snyder back as oceanographer once he 
had been selected out. 

And Snyder attracted hostility, sources 
said, because he developed a reputation for 
dealing cavalierly with local members of the 
House and Senate. Some members felt he 
dictated the Navy's position to them. 

"There was no sense of deference to a 
senior senator, let alone a House member
and that was a pretty high-priced group," 
said one observer who recalled the local dele
gation meeting with Snyder. 

Arguing that politics may be involved in 
the bill, sources noted that Snyder originally 
supported a transfer of the fac111ty to a 
joint location-Bay St. Louis, Miss., and 
Michaud, La. 

At the time, Rep. F. Edward. Hebert, D-La., 
was chairman of the House Armed Services 
Committee. Snyder and the Navy dropped 
the Michaud part of the proposal after 
Hebert was unseated as chairman early this 
year. 

"The timing was too good," one local 
source said. "All of a sudden Eddy Hebert 
loses his chairmanship. All of a sudden 
we're concentrating only on Bay St. Louis 
and all of a sudden Snyder has his bill in." 

Snyder could not be reached yesterday. A 
Navy spokesman said there would be no com
ment on the bill because "the matter is stm 
in the legislative process." 

[H.A.S.C. No. 94.-24] 
SUBCOMMrrrEE ON MILITARY PERSONNEL HEAR• 

ING ON H.R. 7113, TO PERMIT THE RECALL TO 
AcriVE DUTY OF REAR ADM. J. EDWARD SNY
DER, JR., UPON RETmEMENT IN A COMMAND 
STATUS AS THE OCEANOGRAPHER OF THE NAVY 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON Mn.ITARY PERSONNEL, 
Wash-ington, D.O., Tuesday, Oct. 21, 1975. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to no
tice, in room 2216, Rayburn House Office 
Building, at 10:10 a.m., Hon. Lucien N. Nedzl 
(chairman) presiding. 

Mr. NEDZI. The subcommittee will come to 
order. 

We are meeting this morning for the pur
pose of holding a hearing on H.R. 7113, which 
is a bill to authorize Rear Adm. J. Edward 
Snyder, Jr., the former Oceanographer of the 
Navy, to be recalled from retirement to serve 
in the capacity of Oceanographer of the 
Navy. 

[H.R. 7113 is as follows:] 
[H.R. 7113, 94th Cong., 1st sess.] 

A bill to permit the recall to active duty of 
Rear Admiral J. Edward Snyder, Junior, 
upon retirement in a command status as 
the Oceanographer of the Navy 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of Amer
ica in Congress assembled, That notwith
standing any other provision of law, the Sec
retary of the Navy is authorized to assign 
Rear Admiral J. Edward Snyder, Junior, upon 
his retirement, to a command status as the 
Oceanographer of the Navy. 

Mr. NEDzr. Our first witness this morning 
is the Honorable H. Tyler Marcy, Assistant 
Secretary of the Navy for Research and 
Development. 

Mr. Secretary, you may proceed whenever 
ready. 
STATEMENT OF HON. DAVID S. POTTER, UNDER• 

SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 
Dr. POTTER. Mr. Chairman, if I might begin 

the proceedings for Navy, I am Dave Potter, 
the Undersecretary of the Navy, and I would 
like to explain our delegation. Ty Marcy, the 
Assistant Secretary for Research and Devel
opment, you have introduced and it is within 
his area that the oceanographic programs of 
the Navy fall. 

Hence, he will be our principal witness this 
morning. In addition, we have Mr. Joe Mc
Cullen, who is the Assistant Secretary for 
Manpower and Reserve Affairs. And he is 
here so that we can be responsive on ques
tions of a more general nature relating to 
.flag selection, numbers of .flag officers, and 
should you choose to get into the matter of a 
symmetry between the services on this par
ticular issue of command authority on bring
ing back retired officers, and what we intend 
to do in the Department of Defense. My rea
son for being here is that Ty Marcy assumed 
his office in October of last year, and a lot 
of the considerations that entered into this 
matter were prior to that time when I was 
the Assistant Secretary for Research and 
Development, and in order that we try to be 
able to answer all questions as they come up, 
we have chosen the three of us to be here 
to be most responsive. 

Mr. NEDZI. Fine, Mr. Secretary. Thank you 
very much. 
STATEMENT OF HON. H. TYLER MARCY, ASSISTANT 

SECRETARY OF TBE NAVY FOR RESEARCH AND 
DEVELOPMENT 
Mr. MARcY. Mr. Chairman, members of the 

subcommittee, I am H. Tyler Marcy, Assist
ant Secretary of the Navy for Research and 
Development. I am pleased to participate in 
your hearing concerning H.R. 7113, a bill to 
authorize Rear Adm. J. Edward Snyder, Jr., 
the former Oceanographer of the Navy, to be 
recalled. from retirement to serve in that 
capacity. This legislation is required because 
of the provisions of section 5955 of title 10, 
United States Code, which mandates that re
tlred omcers of the Navy shall be withdrawn 
from command. The Air Force and Army do 
not have this statutory proscription on the 
ut111zation of their retired personnel. Section 
5982(a) of title 10 does authorize the detail 
of retired Navy omcers to command in war
time. 

Mr. Chairman, under the Secretary of the 
Navy, the Assistant Secretary of the Navy for 
Research and Development is responsible for 
all matters related to research, development, 
engineering, test, and evaluation within the 
Department of the Navy and for oceanog
raphy, ocean engineering, and closely related 
matters. 

The naval oceanographic program encom
passes that body of science technology, en
gineering, and operations which is essential 
in explo·ring and laying the basis for naval 
applications that enhance .security or support 
other national objectives. Of critical im
portance to this program is the officer serv
ing an Oceanographer of the Navy. Rear Ad
miral Snyder is uniquely qualified to con
tinue in that capacity. As a commander, he 
served some 4 years as special assistant in 
the office I presently occupy and during that 
time he was primarily responsible for re
vitalizing and reconstituting the oceano
graphic program as it is presently organized. 
He served as Oceanographer of the Navy from 
June of 1972 until his retirement in June 
1975. In this capacity he commanded the 
Office of the Oceanographer of the Navy and 
was the immediate superior in command of 
the Commander, Naval Oceanographic Office, 

a field activity of the Oceanographer. In view 
of this command status and the statutes cited 
above, a retired officer is not eligible to serve 
on active duty a.s the Oceanog,rapher of the 
Navy. 

As director of the naval oceanographic 
program. the Oceanographer of the Navy is 
the interconnection of a vast series of com
plex and disparate activities whose purpose is 
to explore and to lay the basis for exploita
tion of the ocean and it.s boundaries for Naval 
applications to enhance security and support 
other national objectives. The exercise of this 
program necessarily transcends the precisely 
defined requirements of national defense in 
order to be responsible to the broader de
mands of national security, No more cogent 
case in point can be cited than the current 
econo~ic sensitivity to potential offshore re
source and energy supplies, with the attend
ant technological imperatives to develop and 
protect them. 

Given this setting of undersea technology 
and national security, it is a matter of con
cern that the duties and responsibilities of 
the Oceanographer of the Navy be vested in 
an officer who, in addition to the qualities 
of leadership and character expected of a 
.flag officer, has the ~requisite tenure to pro
vide continuity of leadership and the tech
nlcal experience to make effective and co
operative use of the Navy's considerable 
capital investment in the oceans. 

As a means of providing that continuity 
and experience, Dr. Robert A. Frosch-then 
ASN(R. & D.)-in mid-1972 discussed with 
Admiral Zumwalt the advisability of as
signing Rear Admiral Snyder to duties a.s 
Oceanographer of the Navy for an extended 
tour. The decisions resulting from these 
discussions were subsequently confirmed 
by Dr. Potter, then acting in his capacity 
as the Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Re
search and Development), in discussions first 
with Admiral Zumwalt and then with Ad
miral Holloway. In all these discussions one 
of the salient points was that previously the 
rotation of the Oceanographer at fairly short 
intervals had worked to the disadvantage 
of the oceanographic program. Further, it 
was recogn.tzed that because of polltical fac
tors the rotation of the Assistant Secretary 
at relatively frequent intervals~although 
not previously a problem-could conceivably 
result in undesirable discontinuity in the 
prosecution of the oceanographic program, 
and that stabilizing the blllet of Oceano
grapher could assist importantly in main
taining continuity in the program. 

The military implications of a national 
oceanographic program in the internation
al area are such that a strong military voice 
is needed in these matters. The Oceano
grapher of the Russian Navy, for example, is 
a four-star equivalent and has held the post 
for 10 years. This fact gives the Russians 
a head start in negotiations concerning 
oceanographic matters, and is an imbalance 
which requires correction. 

There is an intricate and intimate rela
tionship between the highly technical 
oceanographic program and the operation 
of naval vessels and sophisticated weapons 
systems. This relationship must be under
stood and applied to the development of new 
equipment. It requires a great deal of pro
fessional understanding of naval military 
matters and an appreciation of the scope and 
content of technical activities to see that 
proper priorities are established and that 
understanding is adequate. 

It is recognized that the desire to retain 
Admiral Snyder for a period of at least 5 years 
might be inconsistent with the purposes of 
the continuation boards convened under the 
provisions of section 6394, of title 10, United 
States Code, and a decision was made that, 
should Admiral Snyder not be continued, he 
would be retained on active duty in a re
tired status. The board that considered Ad-
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miral Snyder for continuation had an ex
tremely diftlcult task in that almost hal! of 
the officers under consideration were required 
to be recommended for noncontinuation. 
Under the circumstances, the failure of Ad
miral Snyder to be selected for continuation 
in no way casts doubt on his very special 
a;JilHy to continue his superb career as 
Oceanographer of the Navy. 

Throughout the last decade of a distin
guished naval career, Rear Admiral Snyder 
has been a prime mover in the evolution of 
Federal oceanography, beginning with the 
landmark deliberations of the President's 
Scientific Advisory Committee and the 
Stratton Commission in the sixties, extend
ing to the current assessment of national 
ocean policy by the Senate. His involvement 
has been total and sophisticated to a point 
wherein his contributions to the national 
dialog on the oceans are unique. Accordingly, 
the Secretary of the Navy, and I, consider the 
continuation of Rear Admlral Snyder in his 
present status as Oceanographer of the Navy 
to be in the best interest of the Navy and 
the Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, I am ready to answer any 
questions you may have. 

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Secretary, thank you very 
much. 

That is a very comprehensive statement. 
Mrs. Holt, do you have any questions? 
Mrs. HoLT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You 

say in your statement that Admiral Snyder 
is uniquely qualified to continue. 

Does that mean he is the only officer 1n 
the Navy that is currently qualified to be 
Oceanographer? 

Mr. MARcY. Mrs. Holt, at this point, he is 
.. the" officer in the Navy best qualified, and 
I might say practically the only officer who 
has had adequate experience to be able to 
perform the duties in the manner we would 
like to have them performed. 

!\1'rs. HoLT. Why don't we have any ocean
ographers? Why aren't there any officers 
qualified to serve in this command position? 
Do you have only one man in the whole 
Navy who is quallfled to do this job? 

Mr. MARcY. Dr. Potter would like to com
ment on that point. 

Dr. PoTTER. !\1'rs. Holt, this will be a fairly 
long answer to the question. 

The problem of giving oceanography its 
proper place in the Navy has been recognized 
for somtJ 6 or 10 years. and we started with 
a program at the postgraduate school at 
Monterrey, to get advanced education for 
our naval officers. That has come along very 
well over the last 5 years. We have a num
ber of graduates now at the master's level, 
and a few at the Ph. D. level. We are be
ginning to fill in the Navy ranks with trained 
people who have been participants ln the 
field. 

They are just now coming into the level 
of captain, and I suspect that the fact of 
our shortage of people at flag rank in another 
very few years will disappear. 

We will have them available to us. 
The Secretary's remarks concerning the 

uniqueness of Admiral Snyder relates to, 
one, he is a flag officer, and in the flag ranks 
there has been a great thinning down, of 
course, of the various areas of expertise that 
we require. 

Since we had not been training them, 15 
and 20 years ago, we naturally have too !ew 
at this point in our senior ranks. Admiral 
Snyder by virtue of his earlier career fortu
nately occupied a number o! positions that 
did prepare hlm in a unique way for this 
job. 

Mrs. HoLT. May I interrupt right here? 
Wasn't he a regular line offtcer in com

mand of the ship 1n Vietnam? 
Dr. PoTTER. Yes, he was. He did all of those 

things. 
Mrs. HoLT. What makes hinl uniquely 

qualified? 

Dr. PorrER. During the shore rotations, he 
served as indicated for 4 years in the Assist
ant Secretary's R. & D. Office, and his almost 
sole activity during that time or his primary 
activity was in the field of oceanography, and 
the interactions here in Washington, also, 
in the international arena for oceanographic 
program. That was the responsibility dele
gated to him by the Assistant Secretary. 

So there were other tours of duty which 
also led him in the same direction, but there 
were some rather sign.11lcant and singular 
experiences he was accorded in his earlier 
career. 

Mrs. HoLT. If he is so uniquely qualified, 
why didn't the board of his peers recognize 
that? It seems to me that would put him 
way out front to be absolutely necessary to 
be retained. 

Dr. PoTTER. I would like to start the answer 
to this question, and, then, turn to Secretary 
McCullen who knows the general rules on 
these boards. 

At the convening of the board, it 1s or
dinary to give, or it 1s usual to give instruc
tions for any particular fields that one 1s 
looking for. 

We have been accenting such things as 
program management, and so on, and have 
asked for more technically qualifled officers. 

We very deliberately decided not to ask 
specifically to fill the role of oceanographer. 
This we felt after discussions with Admiral 
Holloway would not be in the practice at 
least as now conceived for the Continuation 
Board. For that reason. there was not a 
specific instruction for an oceanographer. 
That would have been much too pointed. 

At that point, however, one comes through 
with a slate of officers, all seagoing officers, 
very well qualifled, in the nonspeclalty areas, 
and Admiral Snyder was being considered in 
the nonspecialty area. May I now pass to 
Secretary McCUllen? 

Mr. McCULLEN. Mrs. Holt, each year the 
Secretary of the Navy has the option of call· 
lng for a continuation board. Last year, the 
Board was called, headed by now Vice Chief 
of Naval Operations, Admiral Shear, to look 
at 26 unrestricted line admirals, and with 
instructions to select 15. 

The instructions to the Board by the Sec
retary of the Navy were general in nature, 
and that is to look at the best qualified for 
future overall Navy service. Take a very close 
look at the experiences to date of the fiag 
officers that were before the Board. 

It was, as you can expect, a very, very diffi
cult proceeding. There was a principle in
volved. I think we all recognized in the Navy 
Secretariat and within the uniformed Navy, 
Admiral Snyder's uniqueness, but we thought 
it would be wrong to preempt the Board and 
say, Admiral Snyder will be continued. 

Mrs. HoLT. May I interrupt right there? 
Mr. McCULLEN. Certainly. 
Mrs. HOLT. Isn't it just as wrong now for 

us to undermine what this Board did? 
Mr. McCULLEN. I don't think so, Mrs. Holt, 

because of Admiral Snyder's unique qualifi
cations. 

Then I will also have to say we, in Navy 
management, frankly blew it because, the 
list of officers to be continued came back to 
the Navy Secretariat for approval. We knew 
at that time we wanted to recall Admiral 
Snyder, but we didn't realize that a nuance 
in the law would require legislation !rom 
Congress because it was a command position. 
I think in retrospect, had we realized that, 
we would have acted at that time and con
tinued Admiral Snyder, because it was a 
management decision, and we think it is 
wrong that we must now ask the Congress 
to get involved. 

l-.fi's. HoLT. Are you saying nobody in the 
Navy knew anything about this law? 

Mr. McCULLEN. I have to say at that par
ticular time, Mrs. Holt, that is true. We didn't 
recognize the nuance. 

Dr. PoTTER. May I amend that. No one 
having the matter under consideration-that 
is, Admiral Holloway and myself-neither of 
us were aware of it or was unaware of it. 
The admiral simply forgot it applied. I was 
unaware of it. It was a very delicate matter. 
Hence, it was only considered between the 
admiral and myself. 

Mrs. HoLT. May I ask, how many other 
admirals or officers have been recalled to 
active duty in a major command post after 
they have failed this selection-out procedure? 

Mr. McCULLEN. In 1955, Mrs. Holt. 
Mrs. HoLT. Was that since the selection

out procedure? 
Mr. McCuLLEN. The selection-out proce

dure, I would have to research the history 
of it. I don't really know the answer to that. 

But Admiral Dufek, in 1955, was retired. 
Mrs. HoLT. That was in 1954. That was a 

different situation. 
Did Admiral Snyder undergo the normal 

selection-out and evaluation process? Was 
there anything unusual in this case? In hi 
position-he is in a management position, 
1S that correct? He manages the operations? 

Mr. MARcY. That is correct, Ml·s. Holt. 
!\1'rs. HoLT. Who is in the job now? 
Mr. MARcY. The position of Oceanographer 

on an interim basis has been additionally as
signed to the Chief of Naval Development, 
Admiral Ekas. 

Mrs. HoLT. Is he qualified to be Ocean
ographer? 

Mr. MARCY. He is not qualified to be Ocean
ographer in the sense that we would like to 
have a person experienced in that field. 

Ad.miral Ekas, you know, is Chief of Naval 
Development and is a very responsive and re
sponsible officer in general m111tary matters 
having to do with the development of new 
equipment. But he has not been a specialist 
in oceanography at all. 

Mrs. HoLT. That is a point I don't see. I just 
can't see why somebody else who has served, 
and served well, and has been exposed to the 
same kind of experience Admiral Snyder was 
exposed to before he went into this oceanog
raphy, why he couldn't go in and do the 
same kind of job. I can't quite see that. 

Mr. MARcY. Mrs. Holt, lt gets back to the 
experience, both staff and command, which 
Admiral Snyder has had which is not 
matched by other people. 

Mrs. HoLT. Do you know what date Admiral 
Snyder was told of the Navy decision not to 
retain him further on active duty? 

Dr. PoTI'ER. Let me guess it was about De
cember 1, 1974. 

The board was reported out on Novem
ber 22, and I would have guessed it would 
have been within a day or two, but certainly 
not later than December 1. 

Mrs. HoLT. Was there any relationship to 
that and the date further consideration of all 
fac111t1es other than Bay St. Louis was 
dropped? 

Dr. PoTTER. Not at all, I see no connection 
between the two. 

Mrs. HoLT. I have no further questions. 
Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Daniel. 
Mr. DAN DANIEL. Mr. Chairman, I share 

Mrs. Holt's concern about this, because it 
seems to me this type of procedure is bound 
to stifle incentive. I am sure there must be 
other naval officers who are qualified to as
sume this position, or else we have neglected 
some of our training procedures and training 
programs. 

I know Admiral Snyder, and he is a splen
did officer. But so was Admiral Rickover, and 
all others that are familiar with the problems 
his discontinuance has caused. 

I just think it is a bad procedure for us to 
be involved. I don't have any questions. 

Mr. NEDzr. Mr. Montgomery. 
Mr. M:oNTGOMERY. Thank you, !\1'1'. Chair

Ulan. 
As I understand it, beca1. se of the law, 

you have to come before the Congress to 
ta.l;:e tllls procedure up of Admiral Snyder. 
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But this is not necessary as far as the Army 
and the Air Force are concerned, is that 
correct? 

Mr. McCULLEN. That is correct. 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. They can take this ac

tion without having to come to Congress. 
Mr. McCullen, do you have the figures of 

what the Army and Air Force have done in 
this area? 

Mr. McCuLLEN. Currently, 1\fr. Montgom
ery, the Army has six general officers on ac
tive duty from the retired list. One gen
eral, three major generals, and two brigadier 
generals. 

The Air Force has two generals, a lieuten
ant general and a brigadier general. 

1\ir. MoNTGOMERY. How many times has the 
Navy done this-I didn't get that clear when 
Mrs. Holt was asking in that area. 

Mr. McCULLEN. In 1955, Admiral Dufek 
was recalled to active duty from the retired 
list to assume command. 

That is the only flag officer recalled to a 
position of command. We have had a couple 
of captains come back on active duty and 
assume command in lesser posts. 

Mrs. HoLT. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. I Will be glad to. 
Mrs. HoLT. I hate to take all this time, and 

particularly from the gentleman from Mis· 
sissippl. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I Will always yield to the 
lady. 

Mrs. HOLT. Would the Navy be willing to 
change the law to allow the Navy to per
form in the way the Army does? 

Mr. McCULLEN. Mrs. Holt, I think that we 
would. Currently, the Department of De
fense is planning a thorough review of the 
entire procedure on how we handle flag and 
general officers. 

There are many, many differences between 
the Services. 

The ability to recall someone onto a com
mand slot, is only one of them. There are 
other differences such as: promotion dates, 
mandatory retirement age, and the distribu
tion of flag and general officers by pay rate 
levels. It is the Department of Defense ob
jective to be back to the Congress, this Con
gress, with proposed legislation so that we 
could have just one body of laws within 
the flag and general officer personnel man
agement system. 

Mrs. HoLT. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. I was going to question, 
also, in this regard. 

Quite frankly, I don't see anything really 
wrong with your request if we are letting 
the other Services do it, and they have done 
it quite frequently. You have done it two 
or three times in the past, and it just hap
pens that the law blocks you. 

I would like to make this clear for the 
record. This has nothing to do with moving 
the oceanographic operations to Bay St. 
LoUis. Is that what you said in response to 
a question? There is no connection between 
what you are up here for today? 

Dr. POTTER. That is correct. The negoti
ations with the Chief of Naval Operations 
was well prior to any consideration of that, 
and was set before that time. And I would 
note my predecessor Bob Frosch had come 
to the same conclusion, so that it does pre
date any consideration of this at all, of the 
Bay St. Louis movement. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I was reading a little 
information on this before I came to the 
meeting, and I saw where the oceanographer 
position in the Russian Navy carries the rank 
of four stars, is that correct? 

Dr. PoTTER. Mr. Montgomery, I think, we 
believe now, Admiral Rassohko has received 
his fourth star. This was passed along 
through the naval attaches to us. We don't 
really know the rank structure as well as we 
should in the Russian Navy. 

However, that was the rumor given to me. 
When I met him 2 years ago at one of the 
International congresses, he was then a rear 
admiral. He had been in the position, how
ever, for some 10 years, as you may have 
known. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Do they put, in the 
Russian Navy, more emphasis on this subject 
than we have, as far as the American Navy 
is concerned? 

Dr. POTTER. In terms of ships at sea, they 
do. As nearly as we can tell now. there are 
more ships at sea in the aggregate of the 
Russian Academy. The Hydromet Office, and 
the military activity, if you consider the 
three. 

There are about twice as many ships at 
sea, and their larger ones are much larger 
than ours. So I would have to answer affirma
tively for the aggregate of the Russian 
activity in oceanography as compared with 
ours. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. If this legislation was 
favorably acted on by the Congress, how 
long would Admiral Snyder be kept in this 
position? 

Mr. MARcY. What we have talked a;bout 
there 1s an undefined tour in the sense that 
we felt that prescribing that it would be 
4 or 5 years as an absolute time would be 
not in keeping with the notion that we 
should keep him as a retired officer only 
untU we can train and replace him with 
a qualified active officer. 

Certainly, the timespan we are talking 
about is the order of 2 or 3 years, and we 
would hope .that we would not extend it 
much beyond that time. 

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. How long has he been in 
the position now? 

Mr. MARcY. Since 1972. So that is 3 years. 
Mr. DAN DANIEL. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Yes. 
Mr. DAN DANIEL. Are there any other can

didates for this position, Mr. Secretary? 
Mr. MARcY. No; there are no other candi

dates with comparable experience, in our 
view, in the flag ranks for this position. 

If Admiral Snyder were not to be there, we 
would appoint an oceanographer, and we 
would have to augment his background in 
some way. 

Mr. DAN DANIEL. Additional training? 
Mr. MARcY. Additional training, special as

sistance, of one sort or another. 
Mr. DAN DANIEL. Who do you have to train 

an individual? If you don't have anyone who 
is quaJ.1fled, how would you train him? 

Mr. MARcY. Dr. Potter. 
Dr. PoTTER. Historically, the Assistant Sec

retary for R. & D. fo1· the Navy has come 
up through the ocean sciences route. My 
predecessors did, and so did I. 

This time in our selection of Mr. Marcy, 
in which I was a participant, it was our 
choice to accent some other areas of the Navy 
that we felt needed attention, and particular
ly the computer side. 

So historically, it would have been the 
ASN-R. & D.'s task to work with the ocean
ographer and introduce him to the ocean
ographic community. At the moment, that 
is not a choice of ours, but certainly, I am. 
available to introduce any new man into the 
oceanographic community, and we have other 
officers at the commander and captain rank, 
the young captain rank, who are getting quite 
famiJiar with the world. So, it is not an 
absolute impossibility for us to bring some
one else in with managerial talent. We have 
many fine naval officers that certainly have 
all of the management talent necessary. 

We can augment with civilians and with 
some of our more junior naval officers, the 
particular knowledge he has to have, and I 
think we certainly would "get by." 

Mr. DAN DANIEL. I was under the impres
sion we had accelerated our training pro
gram. How is it oceanography was overlooked 
in this process? 

Dr. POTTER. Accelerated in what sense? 
Mr. DAN DANIEL. Since I have been here, 7 

years. we have been talking about training, 
and we thought that we were accelerating 
our training programs. and qualifying men 
for specialties such as we are talking about 
here today. 

Dr. PoTTER. Yes; indeed, we have done that, 
but at the rank of lieutenant or lieutenant 
commander. It takes a little time for these 
people to age to get flag rank. In a very 
few years, we will have quite a few technical 
experts, not only in this field, but in others. 

Mr. DAN DANIEL. Has this subject just 
become "critical" overnight? 

Dr. PoTTER. No, sir. It has been critical in 
my mind over the last 10 years. As someone 
outside of the field, it was very disturbing 
to me to reckon on the change of the ocean
ographer of the Navy roughly every 2 years. 
The man would just begin to learn who the 
people were in the field, and then ordinarily 
was relieved or retired. 

Yes; I think we have had a problem. 
Mr. KAzEN. wm the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DAN DANmL. I will be glad to yield. 
Mr. KAzEN. Can't the Navy do anything 

about extending those tours? 
Dr. PoTTER. Yes, indeed. 
Mr. KAzEN. Is it fixed that a man serves 

for 2 years even though he is needed longer? 
Dr. POTTER. Mr. Kazen, in this case we rec

ognized the problem, and I have negotiated 
very successfully With the military authori
ties, with Admiral Holloway and Admiral 
Zumwalt. We were quite prepared for this 
continuation, and a long extended tour for 
the oceanographer in exactly the same sense 
you referred to Admiral Rlckover, but in the 
same sense. let me take up Levering Smith. 

He has been continued for a number of 
years in the Polaris program, to the great 
benefit of all. I was perfectly prepared to do 
that. as was the system. 

Mr. KAZEN. Why didn't they do it? 
Dr. POTTER. Unfortunately, we had the 

blockage of the law in not recognizing that 
the man was-to continue the answer, the 
blockage occurred in the law the man having 
to have command authority could not be 
called back from retirement for that position. 

Mr. KAzEN. I quarrel with the retirement, 
that is what I quarrel with. 

Mr. DAN DANIEL. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Thank you. This last 
question. How old is Admiral Snyder? 

Mr. MARcY. He will shortly be 51 years of 
age. 

·Mr. MONTGOMERY. Thank you, Mr. Chair
man. 

Mr. NEnzx. Thank you, Mr. Montgomery. 
Mr. Hillis. 

Mr. HILLIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. One 
of the questions which has been a-sked and 
I heard the answer, but I take it Dr. Potter 
what you are saying here is that the Navy 
wants to change its policy, one from a short
term tenure in this office to one of longer 
tenure. 

Dr. POTTER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. HILLIS. Isn't that what you are seeking 

to do here? 
Dr. POTTER. Yes. 
Mr. HILLIS. Isn't that what you are asking 

us to do, making that possible, to build the 
"bridge" to start this policy? 

Dr. POTTER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. HILLIS. Due to the fact you didn't real

ize how the law was going to affect him. 
Dr. PoTTER. That is correct. 
Mr. HILLIS. So you would expect-! believe 

we go along with this-Admiral Snyder 
would hold the position some 3 years, then 
his successor might come into it for 5 years 
or more? 

Dr. POTTER. Yes. sir, that would be my ex
pectation. 

Mr. HILLIS. This is what you are trying 
to do? 
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Dr. POTTER. Yes, Sir. 
Mr. Hn.LIS. Thank you. That ts all the 

questions I have. 
Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Kazen. 
Mr. KAZEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
1\'Ir. Secretary, was it realized at the time 

that the Board met that you would have tt
contlnue this man, and had you known at 
the time that the law would have prohibited 
his being retained, that he would not have 
been cut otr? Is this what you are trying to 
tell us? 

Mr. MARcY. I think what we said was that 
we knew that he would have to be con
tinued. We were not '"up to speed," 1! I may 
use that term, in the specifics that in order 
!or him to continue with command status 
that we would have to come to Congress and 
ask for that special permission. 

Mr. KAzEN. In other words, you had de
cided that you were going to retire him. and 
regardless of whether or not you needed him, 
because if you needed him, you could put 
him back in, but you overlooked the law. Is 
that what the position of the Navy was at 
the time? 

Mr. MARcY. The Navy asked that Admiral 
Snyder's name be considered along with the 
other 26 candidates. 

Mr. KAzEN. That is not what I am asking 
you, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. MARcY. I am sorry. 
Mr. KAzEN. What I am asking you is this. 

Did the Navy realize they were going to cut 
the man out and then put him back ln, and 
he would have been put back in had not the 
law prohibited it. 

Mr. MARCY. Yes; that is right. 
Mr. KAzEN. All right, then. 
The Navy could have directed that he be 

kept on? 
Mr. MARCY. Yes; that is right. 
Mr. KAzEN. Yet, they did not do it. 
Mr. MARCY. That is correct. 
Mr. KAzEN. That ls a poor way to run the 

Navy, Mr. Secretary. 
I am not quarreling with the fact that he 

is needed. I understand that you might 
have other qualified people, but they are not 
of "flag" rank, and this is what you need. 

:Mr. MARcY. Yes, slr. 
Mr. KAzEN. Because I would hate to think 

the position of Oceanographer for the Navy 
did not get someone trained to take it over. 
Nobody Is indispensable. H Admiral Snyder 
had passed away from a heart attack or 
something, certa.lnly there should have been 
someone there to take his place. The position 
of Oceanographer is a very important posi
tion in the Navy, and you haven't just 
learned that in the last couple of years. My 
goodness gracious, you cite the Russian situ
ation, and how important it has been to 
them, so certainly you have been aware for 
quite some time of the importance of the 
office. A junior officer can't take over, so you 
have to keep them in the service long enough 
to get the rank along with the expertise, I 
can understand this. 

But what I can't understand is how you 
retired a man like this that you absolutely 
had to have, and he was indispensable to 
you at that particular time, and you knew 
about it when you told him he had to retire. 
Somebody goofed, Mr. Secretary. 

:Mr. MARcY. I think we said we "blew it". 
Mr. McCuLLEN. Mr. Kazen, 1! I can, per

haps, try to explain. 
Mr. KAzEN. Yes. 
Mr. McCULLEN. I think you will agree the 

principle would have been wrong for the Sec
retary of the Navy to have intervened prior 
to the Board meeting. In other words, the 
provision is that all "1lag" officers who have 
met 30 years of service and 3 years in-grade, 
which was the policy at that time, would go 
before a continuation board. We knew that 
Admiral Snyder would be considered. Admiral 
Snyder has a very, very fine record. 

Mr. KAZEN. But, wouldn't the Board take 

into consideration the need of the Navy of 
those men that a.re before them? 

Mr. McCULLEN. I am sure that they did. 
That is their "charge." 

Mr. KAzEN. All right, then, to my mind, 
if they knew what the !acts were, and that 
there was no one else that had the expertise, 
or was qualified to take over that position, 
then they did not act in the best interest 
of the Navy. 

Mr. McCULLEN. Sir, I would think part of 
it would be that the Secretary of the Navy's 
reluctance, and rightly so, to say, "We need 
such and such expertise 1n the Oceano
graphic Office be continued," because that 
would have 1n effect, de facto, directed the 
continuation of Admiral Synder. 

Mr. KAzEN. But, Mr. Secretary, aren't the 
members of the Board familiar with the 
needs of the Navy and the people that they 
are going to consider? 

Mr. McCULLEN. Yes, certainly. 
Mr. KAzEN. My gosh, it ls not up to the 

Sec1·etary of the Navy. Those fellows sitting 
on the Board, if it was their responsibility, 
they certainly should have briefed them
selves on the needs o! the Navy and who they 
can do with or without. 

Mr. McCULLEN. And they do that, Mr. 
Kazen, and look at the broad range of needs 
throughout the Navy, and there are many at 
this time. 

There were 26 looked at, 15 could not be 
continued-almost 58 percent. 

Then, when that came out to the Secre
tary's office, what we should have done, was 
say that Admiral Snyder will be continued. 
That way we wouldn't have to be here bother
ing you all. 

We didn't recognize the nuance, 1n the 
law that requires legislation in the Navy and 
Marine Corps to bring somebody back from 
retirement in a command blllet. 

Mr. KAzEN. Mr. secretary, you are not 
"bothering us", by coming in here and asking 
for what you are asking. 

The thing that bothers us is the way this 
c!l.me about, and that I would hope there 
would be no more of these "goof-ups.'' 

Let me ask you gentlemen this. What will 
the status of the admiral be when he is 
taken back in? He has been retired, yet he is 
going to be called to active service. What is 
that status? 

Mr. McC'ULLEN. Admiral Snyder is currently 
back on active duty, but he 1s not function
ing as OCeanographer of the Navy. This is 
what we want to do. 

Mr. KAzEN. Give him the command back? 
Mr. McCULLEN. Put him in the command 

status, yes, sir. 
Mr. KAZEN. In other words, the service can 

always call back a retired member of the 
service? 

Mr. McCULLEN. That is right. And we didn't 
recognize that a recalled retired officer could 
not be placed in a position of command which 
we haven't done since 1955. 

Mr. KAzEN. Do you continue him at the 
same rank? 

Mr. McCuLLEN. That is right. 
Mr. KAzEN. Continue him at the same pay? 
Mr. McCuLLEN. Yes, sir. 
~Ir. KAzEN. Privileges and everything else? 
Mr. McCULLEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. KAZEN. Why in the world did you cut 

him out to begin with. This Is the thing 
that bothers me. Well, OK, thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. NEDM. Mr. Wincup. 
Mr. WINCUP. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Secretary, what is Admiral Snyder's 

present status? You say he has been recalled 
to active duty. What is his function? 

Mr. MARcY. He is serving at the present 
time as Special Assistant to the Undersecre
tary of the Navy. 

Mr. WINCUP. Is he serving in the ocean· 
ography field? 

Mr. MARCY. He serves as a consultant in the 
oceanography field. 

Mr. WINCUP. Why is that capacity not ade· 
quate in your opinion? 

:Mr. MARCY. In that capacity, he is not in a 
position to command the oceanographic pro
gram, nor to officially represent the Navy in 
the coordination meetings that we have, both 
within this Government, and between gov
ernments, which is an extremely important 
thing for us to be able to do. 

Mr. WINCUP. Do you consider that the 
action of recalling him to active duty will 
retard promotion opportunities for anyone 
in the field? 

Mr. MARCY. I do not. 
Mr. McCULLEN. No; it would not retard 

promotion opportunities for others. Our 
planning process for flag officers calls for a 
number that Will be retired 1lag officers. The 
current number is seven. By law, we could 
have 10. We currently have six. We have 
another retired officer coming back on actiVe 
duty not in a command position next month. 

So, we will be filled up. 
Mr. KAzEN. Will the gentleman yield for 

just a moment. 
Mr. WINCUP. Yes. 
Mr. KAZEN. Would he be subject to come 

before another board? 
Mr. McCULLEN. No, sir. The man coming 

back next month will not be in a command 
position. He will be heading our Office of 
Naval D1sab11ity. It is not a command func
tion. 

!\11'. KAZEN. No. I am talldng about Snyder. 
If he should come back when this bill is 
passed, and you bring him back in, he will 
then have taken over his command again, 
and he will not be in retired status, then, any 
more; will he? 

Mr. McCULLEN. Yes, sir, he will stlll be in 
retired status. 

Mr. KAZEN. He will be in retired status? 
Mr. McCULLEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. KAzEN. In other words, there will be 

vacancy in rank someone else could move 
into even though he holds the commander's 
position. 

Mr. MCCULLEN. I think the thrust of your 
question, Mr. Kazen, is this. We were llmited 
by law in the number of flag officers we have. 
We Will not exceed that by bringing him on. 

Mr. KAZEN. You Will not carry him on the 
books as such, is that correct? 

Mr. McCULLEN. He will be counted in our 
fi.ag number totals. We have a ceiling of 278 
1lag officers within the Navy. He will count 
as one of those. 

In our planning process, we say that we 
wlll not have more than seven retired 1lag 
officers on active duty at any one time. 

Mr. KAZEN. I see. 
Mr. McCULLEN. We will have seven next 

month. 
Mr. KAZEN. In other words, you can't retire 

him twice? 
Mr. McCULLEN. Oh, yes; we could retire 

Admiral Snyder next year. 
Mr. KAZEN. That is what I am asking. 

Would the Navy do it outright or would he 
have to go before a board? 

Mr. McCULLEN. No; we could do it outright. 
Mr. KAZEN. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. NEDZI. Let me just button that one up, 

briefly. 
You have a fixed ceiling on the number of 

fiag officers that you may have 1n the Navy. 
Mr. MCCULLEN. Yes. 
Mr. NEDZI. Admiral Snyder is counted, 1! he 

is on ::w.tlve duty, against that ceUing? 
Mr. McCULLEN. That ls correct, 1\fr. Chair

man. 
Mr. NEDzi. You have seven retired officers 

on active duty who are counted against the 
ceiling? 

Mr. McCuu..EN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. WINCUP. How many officers are sent for 

training in oceanography? 
Mr. MARCY. l\1r. Wincup, it varies, of course, 
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depending on the calendar scholastic year of 
the Navy Post Graduate School. They are on 
the order of 20. 

Mr. WINCUP. How long has that been 1n 
effect? 

Dr. PoTI'ER. There has been an oceano
graphic program there for my recollection 
is about 10 years, and degree granting at the 
doctorate level has been for, perhaps, five. 
It is about that, 7 or 8 years on the road to 
a. master's. These are off the top of my head, 
and we can confirm it. 

Mr. WmcUP. Is there a specialized line of 
training for oceanography wit hin the Navy? 

Dr. POTTER. Yes. 
:Mr. WINCUP. The person would be in the 

restricted line? 
Dr. PoTTER. We have a restricted line of 

oceanographers and weather officers; they 
have recently been combined, Mr. Wincup. 
Then we have unrestricted 1ine officers who 
can have subspecia.lties in the field of 
oceanography. 

Mr. NEDZY. Would you state for the record 
the difference between restricted and un
restricted? 

Mr. McCULLEN. An unrestricted line omcer, 
Mr. Chairman. is one who can command 
at sea, or an air squadron. A restricted line 
officer is prohibited from doing so. 

They are specialists in a field. 
Mr. WINCUP. The language of this legisla

tion before the subcommittee refers to the 
assignment of Admiral Snyder upon h1s re
tirement. Has he been so retired and has 
that language been overtaken by events? 

Mr. McCULLEN. Yes, Mr. Wincup. The lan
guage would have to be amended because, 
1n !act, Admiral Snyder has been retired. 

Mr. WINCUP. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. KAzEN. As I understand it, he was re

tired in June and this legislation was otrered 
in May. Therefore, the wording of this thing 
was prospective. 

Mr. McCuLLEN. That is correct. 
Mr. NEDZI. I have no questions. I think the 

members o! the subcommittee have done an 
excellent job o! covering the pertinent mate
rial in this particular problem. As you 
gentlemen know, I have expressed some con
cern about the fact that the Navy 1s not 
exempted from the provlslons. or that the 
Navy has been in effect dlscrlmlnated against, 
because lt is the only one that has this kind 
of statutory proscription. 

I see no justification for this kind of dls
cri.mination. 

I think what we are involved in here is 
basically a management decision, and there 
is really no necessity for Congress to be 
involved in it. 

I can see some reason for us to be involved 
1f this would exceed the statutory limitation 
on flag officers, because obviously at that 
time under those circumstances, there could 
be some serious problems. 

But 1! these officers are counted against 
your ceillng, to me this is strictly a man
agerial decision. We are faced with this 
problem where the testimony is somewhat 
persuasive that it is ln the national interest 
that the admiral be retained. 

On the other hand, I have to share some 
of the shock that has been expressed or 
reflected here that the Navy blew it. 

The point is not that esoteric. It is some
thing every personnel manager should have 
in mind. 

Having said that, I don't know what we can 
do about it. We shouldn't cut off our noses to 
spite our face. 

If there 1s no objection, I would like to 
have the subcommittee proceed to mark up 
and then just vote the legislation up or down, 
depending on the sentiment of the subcom
mittee members. Do any of the subcommittee 
members desire to be heard at this point? 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. 1 WOuld just say-
Mr. KAzEN. Let's mark up. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. OK. 
The best argument for voting !or the bill 

is they are restricted by law, and the other 
two services can do this. The Navy has 
admitted they "blew" this particular case. 
If they want him, I am willing to vote the 
bill out. 

Mr. NEDZL Well, it is my understanding for 
the benefit of the subcommittee that a re
view is underway and it was only with the 
assurance that a review is underway on the 
part of the Navy with respect to creating 
more sim.1lar1ty or equity between the serv
ices 1n problems of this kind that I con
sented to hold this hearing. 

We look forward to the Navy's recommen
dations. 

We have an amendment. 
The amendment 1s on line 5 of the bill. 

Strike the words. "upon his retirement .. , and 
substitute therefor the words, "'United states 
Navy. retired." 

In the title, strike' the words, "upon re
tirement". 

I think the purport or that amendment 
1s obvious, and without objection, the amend
ment w1ll be agreed to. 

Is there any discussion of the bill? 
If not, I put the bill to a vote. 
Mr. Wlncup, will you call the roll. 
(Whereupon. there was a rollcall of the 

members of the subcommittee.] 
Mr. WINc:tTP. Six members present. five vot

ing in the a:fflnnative. 
Mr. NEDZI. The motion to report the blll. 

as amended, to the full committee favorably 
is carried. 

The subcommittee wlll stand adjourned 
untll further call of the Chair. 

[Whereupon the subcommittee adjourned 
at 11:04 a.m., subject to further call of the 
Chalr.J 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, if I may 
take a minute, this is not something 
being imposed on the NavY. Of course 
not. I have here a letter from the Secre
tary of the NavY asking that this man 
be made eligible. 

Oceanography is something that has 
grown tremendously. As the Senator 
said, it is a technical field. This is not a 
high command position, or a high rank. 
but this man was judged to be needed. 

I was once chairman of a subcom
mittee we had on general officers
generals and admirals-and I can tell 
you. you are not going to find any way 
to please all of them as to who is 
promoted or who is not. But in this 
technical age, they have been looking 
for more men with these special 
qualifi.ca tions. 

I happen to know, too, that the law 
does not require legislation such as this 
for an Army man or an Air Force man. It 
does not require legislation; they can 
do it as a matter of course. That is the 
way Maxwell Taylor was handled, Gen
eral Haig, and others. The NavY just 
happens to have had this old law dating 
way back to the Civil War. 

That is all this amounts to, and I 
would hope the matter can stand. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, a parlia

naentary uaqudry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator will state it. 
Mr. FORD. What is the question? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 

the Senator from Texas. The clerk will 
state the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Texas (Mr. TowER) pro

poses an amendment numbered 1695: At the 
appropriate place in the blll-

Mr. DURKIN. Mr. President, may we 
have order? We cannot hear back here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill insert 

a new section as follows: 
SEc. • Notwithstanding any other pro-

vision of law. the Secretary of the Navy 
is authorized to assign Rear Admiral J. 
Edward Synder. Jr. (retired), to a com
mand status as the Oceanographer o! the 
Navy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Texas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
ADDrHONAL STATEMENTS SUBMITTED ON H.R. 

12438 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President. I would like 
to enter a brief discussion, if I may. with 
my distinguished colleague from Georgia 
regarding Junior ROTC programs. 

The House of Representatives included 
an amendment to increase the statutory 
limi' on Junior ROTC programs and t-o 
permit. military institutes to have more 
than one Junior ROTC unit assigned to 
them. The purpose of the amendment 
was to allow the 50 odd military insti
tutes to have ROTC programs from more 
than one branch of the service, if they 
quali.fled under existing standards for 
these programs. 

The Senate deleted this amendment. 
Mr. President. and I would like to urge 
the Senator from Georgia and other 
members of the committee t-o reexamine 
their position. I believe the amendment 
would be very beneficial to students in 
military institutes. It would broaden 
their experience by giving them expo
sure to all three services and would help 
those who wish to serve in the military 
in choosing the b1·anch in which they 
would like to serve. 

Mr. NUNN. I am very sympathetic 
with the Senator from Indiana's desire 
to increase the scope and quality of mili
tary education at our military insti
tutes. 

I would point out~ however. that the 
House amendment would add an addi
tional 800 JROTC units which would 
require increased funds of $17 million. 
As the Senator knows, we must deal with 
priorities in the budget process, and this 
requires hard decisions. Our subcommit
tee's decision in this instance was that 
we could not take these additional re
sources away from other higher priority 
programs. 

Mr. BAYH. I certainly understand the 
diffi,.ulties in setting priorities, and I 
commend the Senator for the fine job he 
and his subcommittee have done in this 
regard. 

I would like to suggest a possible way 
to meet his concerns. There are only 
slightly more than 50 milita.l-y institutes. 
We could provide these institutes with 
additional JROTC units by raising the 
statutory limit on JROTC units far less 
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than the 800 unit increase called for in 
the House bill and still meet my objec
tives. Perhaps we could even leave the 
ceiling in place. As I understand it, there 
are many schools which lose their pro
grams each year due to lack of partici
pation. If military institutes were not 
limited to one program, they could apply 
for the vacancies in existing programs 
when they occur and expand opportuni
ties in their schools if they qualified. It 
is the one per institute restriction which 
is the real problem. 

Mr. NUNN. The Senator argues well 
for his position. I would be happy to con
sider the points he has made and the 
possible compromise he has discussed 
when we consider this issue in confer
ence. 

Mr. BAYH. I would appreciate that 
very much, and I thank my colleague. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I believe 
that this year's debate on the Defense 
procurement authorization bill, includ
ing committee hearings and public 
media discussion, has shown a strong im
provement over past debates. We are no 
longer divided or distracted by U.S. mili
tary involvement in Indochina. Our new 
budget procedures are helping us to de
fine, at least broadly, our priorities for 
the Nation. And the debate has tended 
to focus, somewhat more than in past 
years, on the defense mission as the 
proper standard for judging the ade
quacy of a weapon system. 

It is now widely accepted that we must 
alter three adverse trends if we are to 
continue to assure the security of our 
own Nation and help assure tnat of the 
non-Communist world. 

First, the strategic balance, which was 
heavily in our favor a decade ago, has 
been growing less unfavorable to the 
Soviet Union. 

Second, and no less alarming, while 
Soviet expenditures for conventional 
forces have grown steadily, ours have re
mained fairly constant in recent years. 
Moreover, the portion of our defense ex
penditure absorbed by salaries and per
sonnel benefits has grown far more 
rapidly than in the U.S.S.R. These costs 
now abs01·b 56 cents of our defense dol
lar. They absorb about half as much of 
the Soviet defense budget. 

The third trend that we must counter 
is the growing cynicism about defense . 
matters in the United States. Many in
telligent Americans now seem blind and 
deaf to any threat to our security and 
quite willing to oppose any defense ex
penditure as ''catering to the military
industrial complex.'' 

In a society such as ours, it is vital 
that major areas of government activity, 
such as defense, have the strong support 
and understanding of the people. We 
know of only one way to achieve that 
support: by open public debate of major 
defense issues-so that all sides are aired, 
and all citizens who are truly interested 
and concerned will have access, through 
their representatives, to the decision
making process. 

Mr. President, the defense procure
ment authorization request that was sent 
to Congress this year by the administra
tion was designed to counter the adverse 
trends I have described in two major 

respects. For the first time in many years, 
a level of funding was requested which 
would permit us to begin modernization 
and upgrading of our conventional 
forces. Second, to make those funds go 
farther, the administration bill addresses 
the complex and sensitive issue of pay 
and benefits refonn. Those aspects of the 
bill have found support in both Houses 
of Congress. 

The Senate Armed Services Committee 
also deserves praise for its action on 
the naval shipbuilding program. The 
Senate bill rejects what I regard as an 
ill-advised emphasis in the House ver
sion on building a small number of ex
tremely expensive, nuclear-powered 
ships. The Senate bill would take us in 
the direction of a larger Navy of less 
costly but very effective ships. The Sen
ate version says "no" to using nuclear 
power purely for the sake of using nu
clear power. However, the Senate bill 
does nothing to prevent the use of nu
clear power in the case of submarines
or other vessels for which its use can be 
justified. Thus, I strongly associate my
self with the remarks of Senator TAF'l' 
in the Armed Service Committee report 
and in his recent White paper on naval 
shipbuilding. 

I hope the Senate will stand firm in 
conference on this vital shipbuilding 
issue. To the American people, I believe 
it is not only the most visible but also 
the most important aspect of the revi
talization of our defense posture in the 
post-Vietnam era. 

Mr. President, the Senate approved an 
amendment to defer procurement of the 
B-1 bomber which was brought to the 
fioor on rather short notice last Thurs
day and tabled, with my support, an 
amendment that would have used the 
B-1 bomber as a "bargaining chip" in 
the SALT talks. We may very well need 
a manned bomber as part of our strategic 
defenses; and we may need a follow-on 
to the B-52 G and H series. 

However, no one in my judgment has 
made a convincing argument that we 
will need a follow-on bomber before the 
1990's. I do not believe that test and 
evaluation to date have shown irrefuta
bly that the B-1 is the most cost-effective 
solution to our strategic requirement. 
Moreover, I know that a large segment 
of public opinion remains unconvinced 
that over $20 billion of their tax money
far more when all the related costs are 
included-should be spent on an air
plane that could prove even more con
troversial than the C-5A or the F-111. 
The Senate decision delays procurement 
until next February while allowing con
tinued research, development, testing, 
and evaluation. We will lose little in the 
w ·ay of real national security. If it will 
help us to make the decision after final 
testing and evaluation has been com
pleted and thereafter as a more united 
people, it will certainly be worth the 
wait. 

Mr. President, I would like to call once 
again for early public hearings on our 
Triad of strategic delivery systems. I be
lieve that the debate on the B-1 refiects a 
strongly felt need, in the Senate and in 
the country at large, for such hearings. 

Mr. President, we must provide this 

country with the best Defense Establish
ment in the world-and at the same time 
count-er the growing cynicism of many 
of our citizens about defense spending. 
Therefore, in approving the largest de
fense bill in history, we must guard 
against the evils of gold-plating and un
justified extravagance. 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, while I com
mend the committee for several of the 
decisions it made in marking up the fis
cal year 1977 military procurement bill, 
I am not pleased by the bill's overall 
shape and size. I believe that it is too 
large and that it fails to reverse the trend 
toward more costly and sophisticated 
weapons which can only be purchased in 
limited quantities. 

It is unfortunate, Mr. President, but 
the military budget this year has been 
shaped in part by the tenor of the Presi
dential campaign. 

Political rhetoric, often misleading, has 
been used by more than one candidate to 
alarm the public, which is troubled quite 
understandably with the course of inter
national events after our withdrawal 
from Vietnam, Soviet and Cuban adven
turism in Africa, and Communist activi
ty in Southern Europe. 

The atmosphere that has been created 
has led some to believe that the United 
States has suddenly become a second 
rate power-that the Soviet Union has 
grown so strong and our Nation so weak, 
that we can no longer protect our vital 
interests, our allies, or our homeland. 

To many, the only solution to our 
problems appears to be spending more 
and more tax dollars on national defense. 
Ironically, most of those who advocate 
this course raise the loudest voices 
against spending for domestic, social 
needs in cries for fiscal responsibility, 
good management, and efficiency. 

The amazing thing about all this Mr. 
President, is that growth of the Soviet 
military establishment is treated as some 
kind of great surprise. Nothing could 
be further from the truth. 

We have known about the buildup of 
Russian forces for many years. The 
growth of the Soviet military estab
lishment has been going on since the 
early-sixties when the Sino-Soviet split 
broke open. It is nothing new. 

An analysis of this growth indicates 
that the U.S.S.R. has truly become a 
superpower. It does not show that we are 
suddenly No. 2. Misleading comparisons 
of military spending have not refuted the 
fact that the United States remains the 
world's strongest military power. 

The increase in Soviet power should 
give us pause. We should look carefully 
at our defense policy and forces and 
make certain that those forces are capa
ble of perfonning their missions again. t 
this formidable foe. We may need growth 
in several areas. But we certainly do 
not have to buy every weapon and every 
gadget that the Pentagon always wanted, 
all at one time. 

I have been particularly alarmed Mr. 
President, by our continued propensity 
to choose the most sophisticated and 
most costly weapons system possible. 
Time and again we have opted for the 
ultimate in a class of weapons despite 
the fact that there is no way to purchase 
it in sufficient quantities. The inevitable 
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result is declining force levels, and a 
weaker defense. . 

This year's bill has a number of such 
items. Mr. President. The XM-1 tank, for 
example, is designed to replace the M-60, 
but it costs over twice as much. Yet we 
push on with the XM-1, knowing that it 
will be exorbitantly experu;ive to suffi
ciently expand our armored forces with 
such costy tanks. 

The advanced attack helicopter (AAH) 
is another case in point. It will cost about 
$5 million per unit compared to the 
Cobra Tow attack helicopter which we 
are presently buying at $1.48 million. 
While we all want technological prog
ress, we must ask if we can possibly buy 
enough of thes" super machines. 

The SAM-D missile system fs still an
other example, and I would like to deal 
with it in a bit more detail. It is a sys
tem which I have studied quite closely 
for a number of years, and is the epitome 
of the complex and enormously expen
sive weapons system. It takes us well 
down the road toward putting what re
sources we have into a very few, highly 
complex, tremendously costly systems. 

The total program cost of SAM-D now 
stands at about $5.9 billion. That cost 
has grown tremendously since I first be
gan to study the system. In fact, the cost 
growth of SAM-D in percentage terms 
far exceeds what we experienced with 
the C-5A or the Cheyenne helicopter. 

The problems with SAM-D are numer
ous. The General Accounting Office, 
which has been monitoring the program 
at my request, has concluded that cost
effectiveness of the SAM-D cannot be 
proven based on realistic assumptions. 

The GAO reached a number- of inter
esting conclusions which I set out below. 

First. The SAM-D's vulnerabllity to 
attack by antiradiation missiles
ARM's-is considerably greater than the 
improved Hawk which it will replace be
cause SAM-D presents a smaller total 
number of targets-radars-to the 
attacker; 

Second. The availability of F-15's pre
vents any serious enemy penetration by 
the threat aircraft to the targets which 
SAM-D is intended to protect and there
fore reduces the need for SAM-D; 

Third. The SAM-D contractor has 
consistently underestimated the diffi
culty and complexity of making the sys
tem operational; 

Fourth. The proposed less-costly Me
dium SAM while a1fecting some impor
tant cost savings, may only bring the 
actual cost of the SAM-D program down 
to what the SAR currently estimates for 
the program; 

Fifth. Our NATO allies. particularly 
the United Kingdom and the Federal 
Republic of Germany have expressed 
reservations about the SAM-D based on 
its limited mobility, large size, and cost; 

Sixth. It is reasonable to explore fur
ther improvements to the Hawk such as 
using the SAM-D radar, or a derh'ative 
of it, with Hawk missiles; and 

Seventh. There are significant tech
nical uncertainties remaining in the 
SAM-D program which require resolu
tion prior to making final system con
figuration decisions. 

Because of many questions regarding 
technical risks with the system, engineer
ing development was delayed in 1974 
pending proof-of-principle tests. The 
successful completion of these tests is 
now used to justify $180 million in this 
year's bill for full-scale development. 

But let us look at these proof-of-prin
ciple tests Mr. President. The reasons 
that the highly complex and costly track
via-missile-TVM-guidance concept 
was selected from SAM-D were its 
superior ability to withstand severe elec
tronic countermeasures and its capabil
ity against multiple close formation tar
gem. Yet none of these proof-of-prin
ciple tests was conducted against either 
ECM or close formation targets. There 
are no plans to develop or test cotmter
measures against ARM missiles. 

Further. the Army has quietly reduced 
the performance requirements in a very 
significant way. The exact numbers are 
classified. but the number of target 
tracks and the detection range h~ve been 
reduced to half of their previous value. 
Even more important, ECM requirements 
have just about been eliminated by as
suming that intercept will not take place 
within the line-of-sight between jam
mers and radar. Yet, cutting perform
ance in less than half has not decreased 
the cost; it has doubled it. 

Mr. President, as dimcult as it fs for 
us in Congress, there comes a time when 
we have to bite the bullet and tell the 
Pentagon to stop. SAM-D is such a case. 

Currently, the Department of Defense 
fs conducting an in-depth study of our 
air defense needs. We should at least wait 
until this study is completed before we go 
charging ahead with this expensive un
dertaking. 

Mr. President, at the outset of my re
marks I commended the committee for 
some of its decisions, and I meant this 
sincerely. Despite my general objections 
to the bill which I have spoken of above. 
there has been some real progress toward 
the goals I profess. The committee's ac
tion on the MX missile~ the submarine 
launched cruise missile, and pa.rticularly 
the Navy shipbuilding program are most 
important. 

In the weeks to come, the issue of ship
building will become increasingly con
troversial, and I wish to offer every en
couragement to the committee in the 
fight which awaits it in conference. 

Questions regarding our naval strength 
are very pertinent this year, Mr. Presi
dent. The size of our fleet has decreased 
tremendously in the 1970's as we retired 
our older ships, and now is a very good 
time to review exactly what we can and 
should expect of the Navy. 

I am gratified that the committee 
chose to reject funding for such ships as 
the nuclear aircraft carrier and the nu
clear strike cruiser. There are serious 
questions being raised about the vulner
ability and the costs of the carrier task 
force and it would be a tragic mistake 
to spend billions of dollars on ships which 
are an integral part of that concept be
fore all the answers are in. 

Further, the prime justification for the 
$1.2 billion strike cruiser is to serve as a 
platform for the Aegis missile system-

an. air defense system which will itself 
cost more than $100 million per unit and 
which has not been fully proven. The 
committee's decision to fund one conven
tionally powered Aegis destroyer is a 
much more sensible and economic ap
proach, though I would have preferred 
that we postpone funding for all Aegis 
ships until Aegis is shown to be a cost
effective weapon which can do its job in 
high risk areas. 

I hope, Mr. President, that my col
leagues will hold to decisions such as 
these in conference. I also hope that in 
the future we will see many other cuts 
in Pentagon programs. 

I am convinced that the key to effec
tive defense is not in ever increasing de
fense budgets, but rather in the effective 
ordering_ of priorities within the Defense 
Establishment. Our resources are not in
finite. We simply cannot buy all the super 
systems we want. If we would, instead, 
use funds from such programs as the 
strike cruiser or the B-1 bomber for the 
purchase of large quantities of less so
phisticated weapons, we could dramati
cally increase our firepower and readi
ness in an economically realistic m :mne!.·. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President. I rise 
in support of the military proCU1·ement 
authorization blli reported by the Armed 
Services Committee. This bill is an im
porta.nt one; it forms the heart of this 
Nation's vital national defense effort. 
For this reason I want to take a few min
utes to discuss what seem to me to be 
the most important aspects of this bill. 

First, I want to express my apprecia
tion to the distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS) for the many 
hours of effort he has devoted to this 
bill. It was not an easy task to evaluate 
the administrations's reques~ompli
cated as tt was by last minute budget 
amendments-and to fit that request 
into the national defense target con
tained in the budget resolution adopted 
by Congress on May 12, 1976. Chairman 
STENNIS and his colleagues on the Armed 
Services Committee deserve our thanks, 
and the bill they reported deserves our 
strong support. 

Mr. President, we are all determined to 
keep America strong enough to defend 
her vital national interests and those of 
her allies. At the same time, we want to 
be sure the taxpayer is receiving the 
most from each dollar spent on defense. 
For this reason, I was particularly 
pleased to see the administration recom
mend a number of ways in which money 
could be saved in this year·s defense 
budget. As you all know, the President 
proposed economies totaling $5.4 billion 
in BA and $4.5 billion in outlays. Mr. 
President, the Budget Committee incor
porated these economies, or other meas
ures with similar savings, into its targets 
for the national defense function. This 
means that failure by the Congr~ to 
enact the proposed economies will re
quire offsets elsewhere within the na
tional defense function to stay within 
the target adopted by the Congress. 

A number of these economies require 
legislation, and that will not be easy-
especially in an election year. It is to the 
credit of Senator STENNIS and his com-
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mittee that they faced this issue squarely 
and are recommending favorable action 
on all but one major legislative economy 
within their jurisdiction. The committee 
recommends: 

Elimination of the 1 percent kicker for 
retired military pay; 

Shift of a portion of basic pay into 
quarters allowance; 

Restriction of terminal leave to 60 
days; 

Elimination of administrative duty pay 
for Reserve and National Guard com
manders; and 

The phasing out of commissary sub
sidies. 

These actions will result in savings of 
$400 million in fiscal year 1977 rising to 
about $1.4 billion by fiscal year 1980. 

Unfortunately, Mr. President, the 
House bill includes Pl'actically none of 
the President's economies. Thus, to 
achieve these much needed savings, we 
need to pass the bill before us by a large 
majority and send our Senate conferees 
to the conference with a strong mandate 
to return a report which includes the 
economies recommended by Senator 
STENNIS. 

Another important section of this bill 
deals with the shape of our Navy in the 
coming years. This is a controversial sub
ject, and one hears different viewpoints 
about the direction our Navy should take 
in the future. This year the administra
tion requested a major increase in ship
building funds. Counting the last min
ute budget amendment, a total of $7.5 
billion was requested for shipbuilding 
authorizations, almost twice as much 
money as was appropriated last year. In 
the face of this massive request, the 
Armed Services Committee acted with 
commendable restraint. It reviewed the 
submission and developed its own pro
posal for shipbuilding which eomes to 
just under $6 billion. 

Equally important, Mr. President, the 
p1·oposal developed by the Armed Serv
ices Committee reflects significant policy 
judgments about the way to maintain 
our naval superiority. The bill before us 
recommends repeal of title vm of Public 
Law 93-365, which currently requires 
major combat vessels to be nuclear pow
ered. I support repeal of this statute, and 
I urge my colleagues to do 'likewise. The 
tremendous costs associated with a strict 
adherence to title Vlli can prevent us 
from building a Navy of adequate size. 
I think it is important to give the Presi
dent and the Congre s the :flexibility to 
continue building a balanced Navy with 
a mix of nuclear and conventionally 
powered warships. 

Mr. President, this is another area 
where the House-passed bill differs sig
nificantly from the measure before us. 
The House bill provides about $1.4 billion 
more for shipbu:Uding authorizations 
than the measure recommended by Sen
ator STENNIS. Moreover. the House pro
gram is heavily weighted toward high 
technology, and large, expensive ships, 
most using nuclear power. 

These differences are likely to be a 
major issue at the upcoming conference. 
I believe the approach taken by the 
Armed Services Committee is the more 
appropriate one, and I think we need to 
make our strong support for this ap-

proach clear on the floor so that our rep
resentatives at the conference can stand 
by our position. 

Mr. President, the two substantive dif
ferences I have highlighted between the 
House-passed bill and the measure now 
before us-that is, the proposed econ
omies and the shipbuilding program
lead to the most fundamental difference 
between the two measures: Their rela
tionship to the budget resolution adopted 
by the Congress May 12, 1976. As I stated 
earlier, Senator STENNIS and his commit
tee have made a major effort to accom
modate the administration's defense re
quest with the congressionally mandated 
target for national defense. The bill be
fore us, if fully funded, would cause 
spending to be $200 million below the 
target in BA and $100 million below the 
outlays. The House-passed bill, on the 
other hand, is $1.4 billion over the target 
in BA and $0.5 to $0.7 billion over in out
lays. Thus, a process of "splitting the dif
ference" would lead to a conference re
port substantially above the budget 
targets. 

I think it should be clear to all con
cerned, Mr. President, that such a con
ference report would be a serious matter 
indeed. At a time when the Nation's 
economy is improving faster than antici
pated, it is important that we not allow 
the projected deficit to exceed the target 
in the budget resolution. If the confer
ence report comes back above the first 
budget resolution targets, I must join 
with my colleague, Senator MusKIE, in 
giving serious consideration to opposing 
that report on the :floor. 

I believe the national defense target 
provides sufficient funds for a strong na
tional defense. I strongly support the 
choice of priorities within this target 
which Senator STENNIS and the Armed 
Services Committee have recommended. 
I w·ge my colleagues to support this bill 
here and to stick to its provisions at the 
conference. 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, last week 
the Senate voted to postpone u:ntil next 
February a decision on whether to con
tinue funding production of the B-1 
bomber. This important vote on Senator 
CULVER's amendment to the Defense De
partment's procurement authorization 
bill delays the precipitous development of 
a costly and strategically unnecessary 
weapons system. I would like to share 
with my colleagues today some of the 
reasons I oppose any further funding for 
the B-1. 

COST OVERRUNS 

The first is its astronomical price. The 
B-1 cost spiral began soon after its con
struction was proposed by the Pentagon. 
I have prepa1·ed a table which shows how 
dramatic cost overruns for the B-1 have 
been. The original cost estimate was 
made in 1969 and the most recent in 
January 1976. Here is the list of price 
estilnates per bomber since 1969: 

1969, $25-30 million. 
Mid-1970, $29.2 million . 
End 1970, $35 million. 
1972, $45 million. 
1973, $56 million. 
Early 1974, $61 million. 
Lat e 1974, $76 million. 
Mid-1975, 84 million. 
Jan ·uary 1976. ~88 . 1 million. 

If we can rely on the Pentagon's latest 
estimate the cost of 244 "stripped" B-l's 
will be $21.5 billion. 

The cost of producing the B-1 itself 
is only a small part of the total price of 
the B-1 weapons system. The B-1 will 
need about 6, 700 offensive weapons for 
the active bomber force. One-third will 
be SRAM's-short-range attack missiles. 
ALCM's-air-launched cruise missiles
will fill out the remaining two-thirds. At 
least two buys will be needed over the 30-
year life of the bomber. The cost of the 
SRAM's is about $771,000 and the ALCM's 
are estimated at about $500,000. The total 
cost of these supporting weapons will be 
about $7.9 billion. 

Operation of this bomber force for its 
estimated lifespan of 30 years will cost 
money also. There will be 14 B-1 squad
rons and at least 14 tanker squadrons. 
The cost to operate one tanker squadron 
and one B-1 squadron is about $150 mil
lion annually. This includes direct costs
personnel, fuel, spares, base operations, 
intelligence, and communications-and 
indirect costs--depot, overhaul, base sup
port and training. The price for opera
tions will total about $63 billion. 

The administration is now also recom
mending that the KC-135 tanker plane 
be replaced by a new wide-bodiecl. tank
er. Out of a possible 300 aircraft, the 
Pentagon plans to make an initial pur
chase of 40 at a price of $70 million each, 
making a total cost of $2.8 btllion. 

The total 30-year life cycle cost of the 
B-1 bomber program is likely to be in the 
range of $95 to $100 billion. Mr. Presi
dent, a price tag like this for any weapons 
system is astounding. Given the marginal 
military benefits of the B-1 bomber, it is 
an outrageous estimate. 

B-l'S NEGLIGmLE STRATEGIC VALUE 

The Defense Department has a1~u~d 
since the inception of the B-1 bomber 
program that a new :fleet of long-range 
nuclear-equipped bombers would be :-J.ec
essary to replace the B-52's, which have 
been in active service since the 1960's. 
But, contrary to predictions by the Air 
Force, the wings have not yet fallen off 
the B-52's. Instead, these planes have 
been cleared by Air Force engineers for 
flight through the 1990's. In the spring 
of 1975, Deputy Defense Secretary Ed
ward Aldrich further revealed that the 
Air Force had no immediate plans to re
tire the B-52. They will be equipped with 
a new air-launched cruise missile and 
kept airborne through the 1980's at the 
very least. This means that the B-1, 
which has been promoted as a crucial re
placement for the B-52, may not be re
quired for at least another 10 to 15 years. 

The advantages of the B-1 over the 
B-52 are also questionable. The Air Force 
claims major reasons for replacing tlJ.e 
B-52's with the B-1 bomber. First, it will 
have a better survivability potential dur
ing and after a launch. However, thi~ 
does not change the basic fact of aircraft 
vulnerability on the ground. 

The B- 1 is also expected to have au 
improved ability to penetrate Soviet de
fenses. However. the B-1 will require 8 
how·s to travel 5.000 miles from base to 
target, arriving long after the ICB.l.'.l's 
which require 30 minutes of traveltime, 
and the sea-based mis ileR which require 
only 15 minutes. 
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Mr. President, it is easy to forget that 

there are alternatives to the B-1 bomber. 
The presently used B-52 bombers, par
ticularly the more advanced G and H 
models, and existing FB-lll's with a 
stretched capability, can continue as an 
effective bomber force well into the 
1990's. Whatever advantages the B-1 
may have can be easily attained through 
much cheaper alternatives to the B-1, 
particularly the development of a stand
oft' bomber which would not have to pen
etrate enemy airspace. The B-52 itself 
will nearly equal the proposed B-1's pen
etrating capability, and will also be able 
to carry the same weapons and electronic 
gear as the B-1. 

I feel strongly, Mr. President, that we 
in the Senate should carefully examine 
every aspect of the B-1 program before 
the next vote on further funding. In an
ticipation of a favorable decision on the 
B-1 bomber, the administration has 
asked for $948 million in the next mili
tary budget to produce the first three 
B-1 bombers. These funds must not be 
appropriated. At $90 million per plane, 
the cost does not justify the marginal ad
vantages over present strategic systems 
or alternatives to the B-1. 

One of the reasons the B-1 program 
has not been sensibly scuttled already is 
the notion, currently perpetuated by the 
Ford administration, that the United 
States is falling behind the Soviet Union 
in military infl.uence. Mr. President, this 
is strictly election-year rhetoric. We can
not afford to let the administration's 
saber rattling infiuence the Senate into 
permitting the production of the B-1 
bomber. The cost is too great and the 
military benefits are negligible. 

Mr. President, I commend the Senate 
for voting to postpone a decision on 
funding the B-1 bomber. I hope that we 
well remain firm by resisting any action 
to reverse the vote on Senator CuLVER's 
amendment. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I am not 
going to offer an amendment to the de
fense bill in support of NNL, but want to 
make sure my fellow colleagues are fully 
aware of the need for this type system. 

In a situation such as the one our 
forces would face in Europe today, the 
enemy is characterized by an overwhelm
ing armored maneuver force supported 
by large numbers of cannon and rocket 
systems. A role of our ground maneuver 
forces in this sort of situation, will be to 
force these enemy elements into killing 
zones, and then, by conducting intensive 
artillery and tactical air strikes on his 
massed forces delay and disrupt his ad
vance. Available evidence strongly sug
gests that our artillery and air support 
assets will be fully saturated during the 
sort of intense combat situation de
scribed above. In fact, we can safely say 
that the Army and the Air Force would 
be faced with far more targets than they 
have the ability to strike. 

In order to cope with this probable 
type of tactical situation, the Army 
needs, on the ground, conventional long
er range artillery which can reach out 
to suppress enemy batteries and which 
can supplexnent our outnurnnbered can
non weapons as they at.tack the massed 

enemy formations. Nonnuclear Lance 
can fill a very large part of this order. 
Here is an all-weather, day or night fire 
support system immediately responsive 
to the fighting ground commander. It 
can augment cannon artillery during the 
intense combat conditions, and it can 
strike high priority targets beyond can
non range. Given aircraft attrition rates 
probable during the early days of such 
a European war NNL compares very fa
vorably with TACAm in cost effective
ness. While the requested numbers of 
NNL may appear to add only a small 
amount of additional firepower, this 
weight of fire at the right time is con
sidered·to be critical in giving our ground 
forces the capability to strike vital tar
gets in the first days of such a confiict. 

This inability of today's Lance system 
to participate in a nonnuclear confiict 
is particularly significant. Nonnuclear 
Lance has been developed, tested, and 
proven as the single system which both 
fulfills these requirements and is im
mediately available for procurement. 
There will be no other Army system 
available to do this vital job for at least 
10 years. Also, it must be realized that 
the Soviet Union has several weapon sys
tems that are comparable to the capabil
ity that would be provided by the NNL 
system. This void between our military 
force and the Soviets must be eliminated 
and the NNL is the way of achieving this. 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. President, since 
there was not an opportunity to report 
to the Senate on tank programs during 
the opening discussion on this bill, I ask 
unanimous consent that my prepared 
remarks be included in the REcoRD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as fOllOWS: 

REPORT ON TANK PROGRAMS 

I appreciate this opportunity to report to 
the entire Senate on the Committee's actions 
with regard to tank programs. 

The Committee paid special attention to 
the reported growing strength of the Soviet 
Army and noted that the U.S. Army's tank 
capabilities are also rapidly growing. 

The Army currently has on hand or in 
production more tanks than were reported as 
their entire inventory requirements in fiscal 
year 1975. But revised projections of antici
pated tank losses in combat have driven up 
tank inventory requirements from about 
8,500 tanks in FY 1975 to about 13,800 in 
FY 1977. To continue to close this gap, the 
Committee has approved new production or 
modification of an additional 1,400 tanks in 
this bill. 

Mr. President, to put Soviet capabilities 
into perspective, I do want to report that the 
Army does accept the current ratio of U.S. 
tanks against potential enemy tanks in the 
U.S. sector of NATO. Furthermore, although 
the USSR is producing a substantial num
ber of tanks each year, many of those tanks 
are going to other countries as well as to
ward modernizing their own forces. 

Before further tank budget requests are 
considered, however, the Committee has re
quested from the Secretary of Defense a 
study of the role of the tank on the modern 
battlefield, including anti-armor and anti
tank capabilities. We believe that technolog
ical advances and the recent experience in 
the Middle East war require us to reevaluate 
the role of the tank. 

Mr. President, the Committee approved 
the M60 series tanks requested for the Army 

and Marine Corps, but we did insist on proof 
of the cost-effectiveness of the laser range 
finder and solid state computer planned for 
the M60A3 models. 

In addition, we approved further proposed 
modification of M48A5 tanks with a new gun 
and engine. These tanks, which the Army 
says are capable of defeating Soviet T62x 
tanks, are intended to provide a quick im
provement in our tank asset posture. The 
Committee has expressed its displeasure, 
however, that there have been drawdowns or 
deferrals from U.S. inventory or production 
of M60 series tanks in order to satisfy for
eign sales commitments when M48A5 tanks 
are readily available. The Committee has 
insisted that every effort be made to use 
these modified tanks to meet foreign sales 
commitments prior to any deferrals of M60A1 
or M60A3 tanks from Army assets. 

In research and development, the Commit
tee approved the funds requested for the new 
main battle tank, the XM-1. The Committee 
was concerned, however, about the gun for 
this tank and the prospects for tank stand
ardization in NATO. 

The Army has selected the 105 mm gun as 
its prime weapon on the XM-1 tank. At the 
same time the Army, based on results of a 
tripartite gun competition where the Ger
mans have selected a 120 mm gun as their 
main tank gun, is initiating development ef
fort for a 120 mm gun for possible future 
use on the XM-1 tank. This raises the serious 
question of whether the XM-1 program 
should be deferred until the new gun capa
bilities could be incorporated into the pro
duction effort of the XM-1. The Army bas 
stated that early cost estimates indicated it 
would be a more reasonable program to have 
this parallel development and production and 
1·etroflt the 120 IIIllil gun capability into the 
XM-1 at a later time. 

Since this is such a highly important 
weapon the Committee has requested com
plete assurance that the program will pro
ceed in a. manner most beneficial to the Army 
and the taxpayer. In this regard, the Com
mittee has asked the Secretary of Defense 
for assurance that it is most cost-effective to 
continue with the concurrent development 
program with the 120 mm gun and the XM-1 
tank turret development with the 105 mm 
gun as compared to a deferral of the turret 
development until it could be redesigned to 
accept a 120 mm gun option. 

The Committee last year expressed its 
strong support of standardization in NATO 
and particularly t.he Army's effort to stand
ardize tank weaponry in NATO. Actions since 
last year have been disappointing in this area 
as exemplified by the tripartite gun competi
tion which resulted in the new German tank 
and Army XM-1 tank each maintaining their 
own gun. 

The Committee has requested, therefore, 
that the Secretary of Defense seek new agree
ments with the NATO countries where the 
main battle tank is to be used to see whether 
tanks could be standardized either in whole 
or to the extent possible through major com
ponents. Any new agreement that could be 
reached would be expected to impart the 
acceptance of the principal countries con
cerned to cooperate in an equitable manu
facturing program that would be of mutual 
benefit. 

The Committee believes that this would 
be an ultimate step toward standardization 
in NATO. 

Mr. President, the Armed Services Com
mittee approved these various recommenda
tions on tank programs without objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment in the nature of a substit te, 
as amended. 

The committee amendment in the ua-



15694 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE May 26, 1976 

ture of a substitute, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on the engrossment of the amend
ments and the third reading of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill <H.R. 12438) was read the 
third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? On this ques
tion, the yeas and nays have been or
dered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
called the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce 
that the Senator from South Dakota CMr. 
ABoUREZK), the Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR.), the Senaror 
from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH), the Senaror 
from Michigan (Mr. PHILIP A. HART), the 
Senator from Indiana <Mr. HAR'l'KE), the 
Senator from Kentucky <Mr. HUD
DLESTON), the Senator from Wyoming 
<Mr. McGEE), the Senator from New 
Mexico (Mr. MONTOYA), the Senator 
from Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE), the 
Senator from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON), 
and the Senator from California (Mr. 
TuNNEY) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Montana <Mr. MANsFIELD), the 
Senator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), the 
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc
GoVERN) , and the Senator from North 
Carolina (Mr. MoRGAN) are absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator !rom 
·wisconsin <Mr. NELSON) is absent at
tending the funeral of Horace W. Wilkie, 
Chief Justice, Wisconsin State supreme 
court. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. PASTORE) and the Senator from 
North Carolina (Mr. MoRGAN) would 
each vote "yea." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Maryland <Mr. BEALL) and 
the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. FoNG) are 
necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Massachusetts (Mr. BROOKE), the Sena
tor from Oregon <Mr. PACKWOOD), the 
Senator from Kansas <Mr. PEARsoN), 
and the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
HuGH ScoTT) are absent on official busi
ness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Pennsyl
vania (Mr. HUGH SCOTT) would vote 
''yea.'' 

The result was announced-yeas 76, 
nays 2, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 200 Leg.} 
YEAS-76 

Allen Culver 
Baker Curtis 
Bartlett Dole 
Bayh Domenlci 
Bellmon Durkin 
Bentsen Eagleton 
Biden Eastland 
Brock Fannin 
Buckley Ford 
Bumpers Garn 
Burdick Glenn 
Bn-d, Robert C. Goldwater 
Cannon GrUHn 
Ca se Hansen 
Chiles Hart, Gary 
t- •uHston Haskell 

Hathaway 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hruska 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Javits 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Laxalt 
Leahy 
Long 
Magnuson 
Mathias 
McClellan 

McClure 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Mondale 
Moss 
Muskie 
Nunn 
Pell 
Percy 
Proxmire 

Randolph 
Ribico1I 
Roth 
Schweiker 
Scott, 

William.L. 
Sparkman 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 

NAY8-2 
Clark Hatfield 

Stevenson 
Stone 
Ta.ft 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Weicker 
Williams 
Young 

NOT VOTING-22 
Abourezk 
Beall 
Brooke 
Byrd, 

Harry F ., Jr. 
Church 
Fong 
Gravel 

Hart, Philip A. 
Hartke 
Huddleston 
Mansfield 
McGee 
McGovern 
Montoya. 
Morgan 

Nelson 
Packwood 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Scott, Hugh 
Symington 
Tunney 

So the bill CH.R. 12438) , as amended, 
was passed. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which the 
bill was passed. 

Mr. STENNIS. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Secretary of 
the Senate be authorized to make any 
necessary technical and clerical correc
tions 1n the engrossment of the Senate 
amendments to H.R. 12438. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR PRINTING OF H.R. 12438 
AS AMENDED 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill, H.R. 
12438, as passed, be printed in full with 
amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate insist on its amend
ments and request a conference with the 
House thereon, and that the Chair be 
authorized to appoint the conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Messrs. 
STENNIS, SYMINGTON, JACKSON, CANNON, 
MciNTYRE, HARRY F. BYRD, Jr., NUNN, 
THURMOND, TOWER, GoLDWATER, WILLIAM 
L. ScoTT, TAFT, and, for the purpose of 
the language in title I of Senate amend
ment relating to the procurement of the 
B-1 bomber aircraft, Mr. CuLVER. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ex
press the regrets of the Senator from 
Virginia (Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR.) in that 
he could not be present tonight. He has 
been very interested in this measure and 
has been helpful in the hearings, on 
many phases of the bill, in the markup, 
the debate, and on many of the key 
votes. He had to be away tonight. I 
express my appreciation for his work, 
and I express his regrets at not being 
able to be present tonight. 

Mr. President, I want to express my 
special appreciation for the cooperation 
and assistance which has been extended 
to me by all concerned on this legislation, 
from the beginning of the Senate hear
ings and on down until now. I especially 
want to thank the ranking minority 

member, Senator THURMOND, for his fine 
work. 

As we all know, Senator CANNON, 
chairman of the Tactical Air Power 
Subcommittee, Senator MciNTYRE, 
chairmaL of the Research and Develop
ment Subcommittee, and Senator NUNN. 
chah·man of the Manpower and Person
nel Subcommittee, have also carried 
heavy responsibilities on this entire au
thorization bill in its preparation and 
presentation. Also, Senators CULVER, 
LEAHY and BARTLETT conducted special 
studies on certain portions of the bill 
and did a :fine job in presenting the re-
sults to the committee. • 

I should like to extend the personal 
appreciatic.::l of myself as well as the 
members of the committee for the con
sistent hard and fine work performed 
by our able committee staff. Floor action 
is only a small portion of the time con
sumed in the preparation of this legisla
tion. This year the committee received 
from witnesses testimony totaling over 
7,000 pages, and the staff in their usual 
cap_ble and professional manner ana
lyzed all the facts in order to assist our 
members in making the decisions. The 
entire staff was involved in this to some 
degree, and I should like specifically to 
mention their names: 

T. Edward Braswell, Jr., our chief 
counsel and statf director, W. Clark Mc
Fadden, general counsel, Phyllis A. Ba
con, Charles J. Conneely, Charles Crom
well, Hyman Fine, George H. Foster, 
John A. Goldsmith, Louise Hoppe, Ed
ward B. Kenney, Don Lynch, Robert Q. 
Old, George Riedel, Larry K. Smith, 
Francis J. Sullivan, John T. Ticer, 
George Travers, Roberta Ujakovich, and 
Gerald strickler, who has handled the 
printing of our voluminous hearings. 

I also want to pay special tribute to 
the clerical staff since each of them par
ticipated in getting this bill passed. They 
are Doris Cline, Doris Connor, Chris 
Cowart, Marie F. Dickinson, Paulette 
Hodges, Mary Ketner, Jeanie Killgore, 
Betty Mayo, Ruth Price, and Mar r 
Shields. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, th ~ 
bill we have just passed has been given 
great consideration in the Armed Serv
ices Committee and it has been con
sidered in considerable detail on the 
fioor. It does not contain my thoughts 
in every way, but I think it is a good bill. 
I am glad we have passed it. I feel that 
it will protect the interests of this coun
try. 

I express my appreciation to the dis
tinguished chairman for the splendid 
work he has done on this bill and the 
consideration he has shown to the Mem
bers on his side and ours during the con
sideration of the bill. 

I also pay special tribute to the major
ity and minority staffs who worked on 
this bill. Mr. Braswell is the chief of 
staff of the committee and Mr. Kenney 
is the ranking minority staff member. 
They and the other member of the staff 
worked faithfully in connection with 
this bill. 

I am glad that\! ·e have now complete 
action on the bill. and I hope we can 
ha,·e a conference soon ai'd get it passed 
and sent to the President. 

l\Ir. Pre ·ident, I wish to call to the 
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attention of the Senate that due to bad 
weather my plane was delayed about 1 
hour this morning and I arrived a few 
minutes after the first vote. If I had 
been present I would have opposed the 
amendment striking the A-7 aircraft 
from the committee bill. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF 
MR. CANNON TOMORROW 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that after the 
two leaders or their designees have been 
recognized on tomorrow, Mr. CANNON be 
recognized for not to exceed 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
is there any other order for the recog
nition of Senators on tomorrow? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
not. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 
11 A.M. TOMORROW 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
stand in adjournment until 11 a.m. to
morrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADJOURNMENT OF THE TWO 
HOUSES 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask the Chair to lay before the Senate 
a message from the House of Representa
tives on House Concurrent Resolution 
646. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair 
lays before the Senate House Concw·rent 
Resolution 646, which will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

H. CON. RES. 646 
Resolved by the House of Representatives 

(the Senate concurring), That when the 
House adjourns on Thursday, May 27, 1976, 
it stand adjourned until 12 o'clock meridian, 
Tuesday, June 1, 1976, or until 12 o'clock 
noon on the second day after its respective 
Members are notified to reassemble in ac
cordance with section 2 of this resolution, 
whichever event firet occurs. 

SEc. 2. The Speaker of the House of Repre
sentatives shall notify the Members of the 
House to reassemble whenever in his opinion 
the public interest shall warrant it or when
ever the majority leader of the House and 
the minority leader of the House, acting 
jointly, file a written request with the Clerk 
of the House that the House reassemble for 
the consideration of legislation. 

SEc. 3. During the adjournment of the 
House of Representatives as provided in sec
tion 1, the Clerk of the House is authorized 
to receive messages, including veto messages, 
from the President of the United States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to the 
immediate consideration of the resolu
tion. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I send to the desk an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

On page 1, line 7, strike the period and 
insert ", and that when the Senate adjourns 
on Friday, May 28, 1976. it stands adjourned 
until 11 o'clock a .m., Wednesday, June 2, 
1976, or until 12:00 o'clock meridian on the 
second day after its respective 1embers are 
notified to reassemble in accordance ·with 
section 3 of this resol'.ltion, whichever event 
occurs first." 

Insert the following betwe.:;m 1ine3 14 and 
15 on page 1: 

"SEc. 3. The President pro tempore of the 
Senate shall notify the Members of the Sen
ate to reassemble whenever in his opinion 
the public interest shall warrant it, or when
ever the majority and minority leaders of 
the Senate, acting jointly, file a written re
quest with the Secretary of the Senate that 
the Senate reassemble for the consideration 
of legislation." 

Strike Section 3 and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 

"SEc. 4. During the adjournment of the 
two Houses of Cong1·ess as provided in Sec. 
1, the Clerk of the House and the Secretary 
of the Senate, respectively, are hereby au
thorized to receive messages, including veto 
messages, from the President of the United 
States." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 

Res. 646), as amended, was agreed to as 
follows: 

H. CON. RES. 646 
Resolved by the House of Representatives 

(the Senate co?wu1·ring), That when the 
House adjourns ou Thursday, May 27, 1976, 
it stand adjourned until 12 o'clock meridian, 
Tuesday, June 1, 1976, or until 12 o'clock 
noon on the second day after its respective 
~!embers are notified to reassemble in accord
ance with section 2 of this resolution which
ever event first occm·s, and that when the 
Senate adjourns on Friday, May 28, 1976, it 
stand adjourned until 11 :00 o'clock a.m., 
Wednesday, June 2, 1976, or until 12:00 
o'clock meridian on the second day after its 
respective Members are notified to reassem
ble in accordance with section 3 of this res
olution, whichever event occurs first. 

SEc. 2. The Speaker of the House of Rep
resentatives shall notify the Members of the 
House to reassemble whenever in his opinion 
the public interest shall warrant it or when
ever the majority leader of the House and 
the minority leader of the House, acting 
jointly, file a written request with the Clerk 
of the House that the House reassemble for 
the consideration of legislation. 

SEc. 3. The President pro tempore of the 
Senate shall notify the Members of the Sen
ate to reassemble whenever in his opinion 
t;he public interest shall warrant it, or when
ever the majority and minority leaders of the 
Senate, acting jointly, file a written request 
with the Secretary of the Senate that the 
Senate reassemble for the consideration of 
legislation. 

SEc. 4. Dm·ing the adjournment of the two 
Houses of Congress as provided in section 1, 
the Clerk of the House and the Secretary of 
the Senate, respectively, are hereby author
ized to receive messages, including veto mes
sages, from the President of the United 
States. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I send to the desk an amendment to the 
title. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

Amend the title to read as follows: 
"Concurrent resolution providing for a 

conditional adjournment of the House from 
May 27 until June 1, 1976, and of the Senate 
from May 28 until June 2, 1976." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment to the title 
is agreed to. 

QUORUM CALL 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED FOR 
PRINTING 

THE ANTITRUST IMPROVEMENT 
ACT OF 1976-H.R. 8532 

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I submit 
2 amendments for printing to H.R. 8532, 
and I ask unanimous consent that an 
explanation of the amendments be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the explana
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENT No. 1707 TO 
SECTION 201(n) 

The purpose of the proposed amendment 
is to make it clear that information ob
tained via a Civil Investigative Demand is 
accorded the same confidentiality a.s infor
mation obtained pursuant to a grand jury 
investigation. The Department of justice has 
pointed out in its testimony that there m9.y 
be some confusion regarding confidentiality 
under current law, and has urged a com
plete exemption from the Freedom of In
formation Act (FOIA). The proposed amend
ment seeks to achieve the requisite confi
dentiality by adopting language from the 
pertinent provision of the Federal Rules ..:>f 
Criminal Procedure applicable to preserving 
the confidentiality of grand jury proceedi.11g3 
{Section 6(e)). 

EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENT NO. 1708 TO 
SECTION 201 (g) 

The pl.U'pose of the proposed amendment 
is to permit the Department to use the per
sonally intrusive powers of Title n * only 
where it has obtained prior court approval, 
upon a showing that it needs the informa
tion to make out a. complaint and cannot 
obtain it by a document subpoena to parties 
under investigation. 

The Congress rejected tlle power to sub-

* The Amendment still allows the com
pulsion of documents and answers to inter
rogatories from non-ns tural persons without 
prior court approval. 
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poena individuals and compel sworn testi
mony in secret, whether or not the person 
is under investigation, only 14 years ago when 
it enacted the existing authority to subpoena 
documents from targets. Congress did so be
cause this power was inappropriate for a 
prosecutor (as distinguished from a re,oula
tory agency subject to direct Congressional 
o,·ersight) and because the benefits were not 
sufficient to outweigh the burdens and in
trusions on individuals. 

Nothing has happened in the interim ex
cept exposure of the abuses of the investi
gative grand jury, Watergate and, most re
cently, the Internal Reveuue Service and the 
FBI-which argue against rather than for 
the powers conferred by the bill. The Depart
ment of Justice has shown no greater need 
for the bill now than in 1962, and Mr. Kau
per in fact testified before the Monopolies 
Subcommittee that "it would be easier to 
answer that [how the bill would aid en
forcement} after we had the authority and 
see what we can do with it." Mr. Kauper's 
subsequent letter of January 22, 1976 to 
Chairman Rodino, outlining 14 examples of 
frustrated investigations, is clearly an after
thought which adds nothing to the record 
previously compiled in 1962. 

Title II has been defended as not authoriz
ing a roving grand jury principally because 
of the liberal rights to counsel and judicial 
review. But the rights to counsel and judicial 
review e.re both very expensive and thus 
illusory for all but the best-paid corporate 
executives. As Mr. Kauper himself has stated 
(in a speech before the ABA on April 9, 
1976), most investigations focus initially on 
"relatively low-level corporate omcials ... 
These low-level individuals simply cannot 
aft'ord to have their own lawyers. They can, 
of course, rely on corporate counsel. But Mr. 
Ka.uper (in the same speech) has strongly 
condemned this practice as unfair to the 
employees and perhaps unethical for corpo
rate counsel, and he has urged these em
ployees to retain independent counsel. In 
most instances, they simply will not be able 
to afford to do so, nor will they be able to 
afford the expense of judicial review. 

The simplest and most effective way to 
prevent abuse of the powers of Title n is to 
require prior court approval of the demands 
to insure that the Department has a need 
for the subpenas at the outset. As noted 
above, t.he Department has made a very poor 
showing of need !or the bill. But if the De
partment does have legitimate need for the 
powers in a particular case, let it make the 
showing (and a court will no doubt ap
prove). otherwise, the Department will sim
ply use what is easiest for it-but most in
trusive and burdensome for the individual 
involved. 

The Department of Justice opposed a sim
ilar amendment in the Judiciary Committee 
by letter to Senator Hart dated March 2, 
1976 (attached). The reasons stated for op· 
position are untenable. 

The Department argues first that prior 
court approval will wreck an investigation 
where time is of the essence-as with pro· 
posed mergers. Proposed mergers, however, 
are subject to the FTC's existing pre-merger 
notice and investigatory authority. Quite ob
viously, if the FTC has time to gather the 
information, the Department has time to re. 
view what the FTC receives. (The merger 
"problem" is also the subject of Title v, 
which surely renders these Title II provi· 
sions unnecessary for mergers.) 

The Department argues second that the 
amendment would "fundamentally disrupt 
the sequence of many of our investigations" 
because of the "many instances [in which] 
it will be important ... to obtain relevant 
information from third parties before per
sons under investigation become aware of 
our activities." This would be a rather 

startling statement of secret law enforce
ment at its worst, if the Department could 
really keep its investigations this secret. In 
actuality, the existence of an investigation 
will become known. It is impossible to be
lieve that a corporate target will be un
aware of subpenas issued to its employees 
who are called as non-target witnesses. 

The Department urges third that a stand
ard of "necessity" as opposed to "relevance" 
is unwise because "there has been no show
ing of abuse to date." There has obviously, 
been no abuse of Title IT's powers because 
Congress rejected them 14 years ago, pre
cisely to prevent any abuse. But the abuses 
of the investigative grand jury and the FBI 
are well documented, and are illustrative of 
what may be expected under Title rr. 

MILITARY SALES ACT-S. 3439 
AMENDMENT NO. 1709 

<Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. ALLEN submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill <S. 3439) to amend the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1961 and the Foreign Mil
itary Sales Act, and for other purposes. 

NOTICE OF HEARING 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, on be
half of the Labor Subcommittee. I would 
like to announce that the Joint Senate
House hearings on the Scotia mine dis
asters and mine safety, which had been 
scheduled for Thursday, May 27, 1976, 
have been rescheduled for Thursday, 
June 10, 1976, at 9:30a.m., in room 4232 
of the Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

Those wishing additional information 
concerning these hearings are invited to 
contact Michael L. Goldberg of the sub
committee staff, room G-237, Dirksen 
Senate Office Building, telephone number 
224-3674. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR 
s. 2909 

At the request of Mr. FANNIN, the Sen
ator from Ohio (Mr. TAF7) was added 
as a cosponsor of S. 2909, the Investment 
Incentives Act of 1976. 

ORDER FOR ROUTINE MORNING 
BUSINESS TOMORROW AND FOR 
CONSIDERATION OF ANTITRUST 
IMPROVEl\tlENTS ACT OF 1976 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that after 
the order for the recognition of Mr. 
CANNON has been completed on tomor
row, there be a period for the transac
tion of routine morning business, not 
to extend beyond 11:30 a.m .• With state
ments therein limited to 5 minutes each; 
that at 11: 30 a.m., the Senate resume 
consideration of the Antitrust Improve
ments Act of 1976. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PROGRAM 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

the Senate will convenue tomorrow at 11 
a .m. 

After the two leaders or their designees 
have been recognized under the stand
ing order, Mr. CANNON will be recognized 
for not to exceed 15 minutes, after which 
there will be a period for the trans
action of routine morning business, not 
to extend beyond 11:30 a.m., with state
ments therein limited to 5 minutes each. 

At 11:30 a.m., the Senate will resume 
consideration of the antitrust measure. 

At some point dw·ing the day, the 
Senate will proceed to a preferential mo
tion relative to Federal energy action 
No. 2, which, as I understand it, amends 
the small refiner's exemption provided 
for by the Omnibus Energy Act passed 
in December 1975. 

I anticipate one or two rollcall votes in 
connection with that matter on tomor
row. Whether or not there will be any 
rollcall votes in relation to the antitrust 
measure, I cannot say. Amendments are 
in order. A motion to recommit can be 
made. A motion to table, of course, is in 
order. Conference reports on other mat
ters may be called up. I would foresee at 
least one or two rollcall votes tomorrow 
and maybe more. 

Mr. President, I thank the manager of 
the military procurement bill and the 
ranking minority member on the com
mittee for the fine work that has been 
done in connection with that bill. I thank 
all Senators for the cooperation which 
was extended to the leadership and which 
made possible final action on that bill 
today. 

I also express my appreciation to Mr. 
GRIFFIN, the assistant Republican leader, 
for his usual kind cooperation in achiev
ing that end. 

ADJOURNMENT TO 11 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
if there be no further business to come 
before the Senate, I move, in accordance 
with the previous order, and with my 
special congratulation to the Presiding 
Officer <Mr. SxoNE), that the Senate 
stand in adjournment until the hour of 
11 o'clock tomorrow morning. 

The motion was agreed to; and at 9:21 
p.m., the Senate adjowned until tomor
row, May 27, 1976, at 11 a.m. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the S"'nate May 26, 1976: 
DEPARTJUElll .. r OF STATE 

John H . Reed, of Maine, to be Ambassa
dor Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Republic of 
Sri Lanka, and to serve concurrently and 
without additional compensation as Ambas
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary or 
the United States of America to the Repub-
11c of MaldiYes. 

CONSUMER Pnonucr SAFETY COMMISSION 

S. John Byington, of Virginia, to be & 

Commlf'slor er of the Consumer Product Safe
ty Commission for the remainder of the term 
expiring October 26, 1978. 

The above nominations were approved sub
ject to the nominees' commitment to respond 
to requests to appear and testify before any 
duly cou:tituted committee of the Senate. 
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